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JUDICIAL INFORMATION SYSTEM COMMITTEE (JISC)

Members Present:

Justice Mary Fairhurst, Chair
Mr. Larry Barker

Ms. Linda Bell

Chief Robert Berg

Mr. Jeff Hall

Judge James Heller

August 18, 2010
9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.
Administrative Office of the Courts, SeaTac, WA

Draft Minutes

Guests Present:
Ms. Lynne Alfasso
Mr. Shayne Boyd
Mr. Doug Klunder
Ms. Marti Maxwell
Mr. Chris Shambro
Mr. Kevin Stock

Mr. William Holmes
Mr. N. F. Jackson

Mr. Rich Johnson
Judge J. Robert Leach

AOC Staff Present:
Ms. Lynne Alfasso
Mr. Kevin Ammons

Ms. Siri Woods (phone) Mr. Bill Cogswell
Ms. Yolande Williams Ms. Vonnie Diseth
Judge Thomas J. Wynne, Co-chair Mr. Eric Kruger

Mr. John O’Conner
Ms. Vicky Marin

Members Absent: Ms. Heather Morford
Mr. Marc Lampson Ms. Pam Payne

Mr. Steward Menefee Mr. Ramsey Radwan
Judge Steven Rosen Mr. Kumar Yajamanam

Judge Michael Trickey

Call to Order
Justice Fairhurst called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. and introductions were made.
Approval of August Meeting Minutes

Justice Fairhurst asked if there were any changes or comments to the draft minutes from the June
25, 2010 meeting. Hearing no comments or changes to the June minutes, Justice Fairhurst
approved the June 25, 2010 minutes.

Budget Status Update

Mr. Ramsey Radwan reported the budget allocations listed are current through June 30, 2010. All
but one of the negative amounts listed on the quarter to date spreadsheet are due to timing
differences. The remainder may actually be the result of underestimating the cost of
Transformation Activity 2.1, Implement Change Management and Communications. There will be
periodic adjustments to the allocations which will be reported on a semi-annual basis.

Currently 12.6 million is allocated to the JIS Transformation and Equipment Replacement. In 2010
we received an additional 3.7 million, of which 2.5 million was allocated directly to the
Transformation project, and 1.3 million was allocated to ISD for operational staffing. The increase
reflected is the 2.497 million from the last report of 10.1 million.

Expenditures and obligations are progressing at about 37% of the total allocation and about 42%
of the actual transformation budget. The reports indicate allocations, expenditures, obligations and
variances on a biennium-to-date and quarter-to-date basis and reflect changes to the amounts
allocated.
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Mr. Radwan stated that over all for a projection that was done six months prior to the biennium
started, we are doing well. There will likely be another series of allocation changes in late Q3 or
early Q4, after we receive information back from the Superior Court Case Management Feasibility
Study.

Mr. Radwan noted to the committee that the third page of the budget report in the bound JISC
meeting book was incorrect; web documents, “2b” in PDF are correct and can be found at:
August 18, 2010 Meeting Material

Operational Plan Status Update

Ms. Vonnie Diseth gave the overview on the JIS Operational Plan. She reported that the new
Project Management Office (PMQO) SharePoint site is in production and being used by internal staff
in ISD. The audience for this site is primarily the Project Management Office, but it will be used by
all of AOC. The purpose of this site is to help instill industry best practices and methodologies, and
consistent tools to ensure successful project delivery. It also allows for visibility into every project
that is currently in process including current status.

ISD currently has two open recruitments for project managers. We are looking at existing
workloads for the Transformation Initiatives, other IT projects, and the IT Governance process as
the new requests start filtering through the new process; and are considering a short term option of
hiring contract staff to help with managing some of our projects.

Training for the IT Governance Court Level User Group’s (CLUGSs) and Endorsing Groups has
been completed. The IT Governance Portal went live on July 21st. The portal allows for all
requests to be processed, maintained and viewed in a single location.

The calendaring and case management RFP was closed with 9 bidders responding. Management
Technology Group (MTG) was the successful bidder. Contract negotiations are currently
underway.

Justice Fairhurst recognized ISD staff for all the hard work that is being done and asked Vonnie to
relay back to the staff her and the committee’s appreciation for all they are doing.

IT Governance Process for JISC Subcommittees

Ms. Vonnie Diseth opened a discussion on the JISC sub-committees and their roles in the IT
Governance process. She reported that currently the JISC has three subcommittees that have
been established at various points in the past which include; the Data Dissemination Committee,
the Data Management Steering Committee (DMSC), and the JIS Codes Committee. These
subcommittees regularly produce IT requests for AOC to adapt and change the JIS systems to
meet changing business needs.

Most requests submitted by the JISC sub-committees do not involve changes to system
functionality or significant modification to system operations. These types of request are classified
as “incidents”, and defined as “unplanned interruptions or reductions in quality of an IT service.”
As such, these kinds of requests will continue to flow through AOC’s established incident
management process.



http://www.courts.wa.gov/jis/?fa=jis.ShowMeetingInfo
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However, there are some requests generated by the JISC sub-committees that involve significant
changes to system functionality or large investments of AOC resources. These kinds of requests
are defined as “project” requests and involve addressing significant unmet business needs through
enhancement of existing applications or services, acquisition of new applications or services, or
replacement of existing applications or services. For all requests that fall into the “project
requests” category, they are required to flow through the IT Governance process to ensure they
are all evaluated and prioritized using the same methods as all other IT requests.

The IT Governance Framework specifically does not address how requests generated outside of
the subcommittees are brought to those subcommittees for consideration if the subject matter of
the request falls within a subcommittee’s purview.

The IT Governance Framework approved by the JISC also does not define the roles and
responsibilities for these JISC subcommittees. They are not included as either Endorsing bodies,
like the court community associations, or as Recommending bodies, like the Court Level User
Groups. Ms. Diseth points out that the IT Governance Framework does not clearly define the
method for the JISC subcommittees to participate in the IT Governance process.

Ms. Diseth held a discussion with the Chairs of each subcommittee on August 11" 2010 to
discuss the IT Governance Framework. AOC along with input from the Chairs of the sub-
committees has identified three alternatives for incorporating the JISC subcommittees into the IT
Governance Framework. It is important to note that on March 5" 2010 the JISC decided that
requests that affect more than one court level will not go through the Recommend step, but will
instead be routed directly to JISC.

Justice Fairhurst summarized by saying that in order to be true to the existing process we need to
determine where these standing committees fit in the process. Justice Fairhurst made a motion
that these committees act as Endorsing groups, and depending on the subject matter it would be
sentto a CLUG or if it is in fact only one level or if it is multi-level it would come to the JISC. In
addition, these committees need to be considered on specific requests for their feedback.

Mr. Jeff Hall explained/reminded everyone that there is a 4" CLUG — currently named AOC —
where we envisioned these outside requests would end up. This CLUG has not yet been charted
and finalized for members. For purposes identifying special requests this CLUG would serve as
endorsers and would make the determination of direction, being back to the subcommittees for
their expertise or to a specific CLUG as it relates to a single court level.

Mr. Shayne Boyd clarified that when the JISC committee previously discussed the question of
things coming immediately to the JISC from another groups, (what was written in the minutes is
correct). However, the follow-up discussion concluded that it wasn’t what the committee wanted to
occur. And it was at that point that the fourth recommending body was created. The direction for
the fourth recommendation body was intended to deal with anything that did not go to one of the
other three. That is how it was previously discussed and left for the charter to address.

Justice Fairhurst stated that we have three standing committee that have different functions and
we want to have a process for their recommendations to be considered both for funding and
approval and prioritization. Justice Fairhurst then restated her previous motion:
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Motion: Any of those three committees can activate a request that gets an analysis and then
depending on when they get the recommendation back if they still want to go forward and it affects
only one level of court it would go to that Court Level User Group. If it affects more than one level
of court then it would go to the fourth recommend body this multi-court level group (still to be
named). The Chairs of the three Subcommittees (or their representatives) would serve on this
fourth level user group. This will ensure we have the benefit of their expertise and nothing gets
lost. This will also cover lower funding cost requests that due to the dollar amount would never get
to the JISC and could go through a lower approval level.

Second: Mr. N.F. Jackson, Motion passed unanimously.

JIS Policy on IT Governance

Ms. Vonnie Diseth presented the final draft of the IT Governance Policy. The latest changes were
as a result of feedback from the June 25 JISC meeting. There is one change that has come as a
result of the previous agenda discussion on IT Governance Process for JISC subcommittees,
these being the Data Management Steering Committee, Data Dissemination Committee and the
Code Committee. These three committees will be added to Appendix A as endorsing groups.

Justice Fairhurst suggested adding an Appendix B — which shows the three court level user groups
and the Multi-Court Level/Non-Court initiated request group.

Motion: Mr. N.F. Jackson - to adopt IT Governance Policy as stated in material with the above
mentioned inclusions. Second: Yolande Williams. Motion passed unanimously.

GR 30 Amendment — Officer Signatures on Citations

As carried from the June 25 JISC meeting, Judge James Heller summarized and clarified the
processes for electronic filing use of signatures and also the need to address a secondary problem
with the language of RCW 9A.72.

By amending the language of RCW 9A.72 to read:

Any document initiated by a law enforcement officer is presumed to have been signed when the officer uses
his or her user id and password to electronically submit the document to a court or prosecutor through the
Statewide Electronic Collision & Traffic Online Records application, the Justice Information Network Data
Exchange, or a local secured system that the presiding judge designates by local rule. Unless otherwise
specified, the signature shall be presumed to have been made under penalty of perjury under the laws of the
State of Washington and on the date and at the place set forth in the citation.

Changing the language will clear up both items. It presumes that if the police officer or someone
with a user id and password that are signing, it is presumed to be under the penalty of perjury, and
that the place and date in the citation for documentation. This was sought by Traffic Safety and
Department of Licensing, and other agencies. It moves us forward on substantive issues instead
of technical objections that were created in the gap.
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Motion: Chief Bob Berg made motion to accept: | move that the JISC recommend the amendment
of GR 30 to the Supreme Court, 1) removing the requirement that a law enforcement officer must
have applied for a password from an electronic filing service provider, and 2) providing that
electronic documents initiated by law enforcement and submitted to a court or prosecutor through
SECTOR or a secured system approved by the presiding judge are presumed signed by the officer
on the date and in the place set forth in the citation.

Second: Judge James Heller, Motion passed unanimously.
Case Management System Readiness Review

Mr. Shayne Boyd presented the results from the vendor demonstrations that took place in March of
2010. Viewing the current solutions available in the market allowed AOC to update the 2007
market study previously done and develop a limited market profile to assist stakeholder
assessments.

This assessment provides JISC with a consolidated dataset about the four solution categories for
case management and calendaring. The assessment of readiness should prove advantageous in
subsequent efforts to address the business needs of the courts.

The complete report can be found in the meeting packet.
EA — Future State Architecture

As part of the JISC approved Transformation, AOC initiated a series of key initiatives. One of those
initiatives is Enterprise Architecture Management (EAM), which provides a foundational framework
that aids in the planning and management of information technology resources that supports the
business of the courts. Enterprise Architecture provides holistic thinking and guidance for meeting
complex statewide IT business needs. EAM also involves adopting a common set of standards that
facilitates information sharing among systems and applications.

On May 19, 2010, the JISC approved a set of Enterprise Architecture Principles to guide the
development of the Enterprise Architecture Management framework and ensure alignment with
JISC priorities. Based on those principles, the Enterprise Architecture team has developed a
Future State Architecture to guide future IT decisions for the Judicial Information System (JIS).

Mr. Kumar Yajamanam presented the Future State Architecture. Mr. Yajamanam stated that this
information will be used to build the framework to use on an ongoing basis to set the foundation for
the Future State Architecture. He presented a series of diagrams and relationships of how the
foundational architecture looks presently and in the future and what will be needed to reach the
future state The presented model allows us to be flexible to adhere to legislative mandates and
other changes as technology and business needs grow and evolve. A key component of the future
state is standardization. We want to be sure our business practices are standardized and that our
businesses are integrated. Our next steps:

1. The Enterprise Architecture team will develop additional IT standards and policies
supporting the new technical architecture.

2. The Enterprise Architecture team will participate in the work group that will make
recommendations to the JISC for determining “baseline” functional capabilities.
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The complete Technical White Paper and presentation is included in the meeting packet.

Motion: Chief Bob Berg - | move that the JISC adopt the proposed Future State Technical
Architecture as presented in Section 4 of the Foundation for Modern Judicial Information Systems
in Washington State.

Second: Mr. Jeff Hall, members present voted in favor, Yolande Williams abstained.

Committee Reports

Mr. Rich Johnson reported that ten courts have been identified and confirmed as participating in
the first production rollout of the Vehicle Related Violations project. Each court has been vetted for
readiness and the vendor is doing some scaling of the application to be sure we can support a
large number of additional courts.

Work is continuing on the Superior Court Data Exchanges. Requirements on phase one and
phase two have been finalized. The LINX data exchange interface is being built at this time.

Work is moving forward as scheduled.

Special September Session

A special JISC session has been scheduled for October 1, 2010 for the specific purpose of doing a
table-top exercise of the prioritization process that the JISC will undertake in the IT Governance
Framework process.

Agenda Items carried to October

#10. ISD Overview

Next Meeting

The next regular JISC meeting will be October 27, 2010, at the AOC SeaTac facility; from 9:00
a.m. —12:00 p.m.

Adjournment

Being out of time the meeting was adjourned at 12:25 p.m.






Administrative Office of the Courts
Information Services Division JIS Transition Allocation & Expenditure Update
EXPENDITURES AND OBLIGATIONS THROUGH SEPTEMBER 30, 2010
Initiatives JIS Transition ALLOCATED EXPENDED OBLIGATED VARIANCE
Organizational Change Management Phase 1
Develop Organizational Change Strategy $224,000 $626 $0 $223,374
Implement New Organization Structure $136,000 $0 $136,000 $0
Organizational Change Management Phase 1-Subtotal $360,000 $626 $136,000 $223,374
Capability Improvement Phase |
Implement Change Management and Communications $350,000 $410,000 $0 ($60,000)
Implement IT Governance $721,000 $672,088 $0 $48,912
Implement Project Management Office (PMQO) $734,000 $244,000 $296,000 $194,000
Implement IT Portfolio Management (ITPM) $686,000 $254,500 $384,952 $46,548
Capability Improvement Phase I-Subtotal $2,491,000 $1,580,588 $680,952 $229,460
Capability Improvement Phase Il
Implement Enterprise Architecture Management $275,000 $262,200 $0 $12,800
Implement Solution Management $125,000 $0 $0 $125,000
Implement Relationship Management $320,000 $0 $0 $320,000
Implement IT Service Management-Change, Configure, Release $225,000 $0 $0 $225,000
Capability Improvement Phase II-Subtotal $945,000 $262,200 $0 $682,800
Capability Improvement Phase Il
Establish Vendor Management $100,000 $0 $0 $100,000
Mature Application Development Capability $160,000 $0 $0 $160,000
Establish Enterprise Security $200,000 $0 $0 $200,000
Capability Improvement Phase IlI-Subtotal $460,000 $0 $0 $460,000
Capability Improvement Phase IV
Implement IT Service Management-Incident, Problem, Service $497,000 $0 $0 $497,000
Implement Financial Management Reporting $75,000 $0 $0 $75,000
Capability Improvement Phase IV-Subtotal $572,000 $0 $0 $572,000
Capability Improvement Phase V $0
Master Data Management
Develop Data Governance Model $70,000 $0 $0 $70,000
Implement Data Quality Program $240,000 $0 $0 $240,000
Develop Unified Data Model $298,000 $0 $0 $298,000
Implement MDM Tool $900,000 $0 $0 $900,000
Master Data Management-Subtotal $1,508,000 $0 $0 $1,508,000
Migrate Data Exchanges $0
Migrate Web Sites $0
JIS Applications Refresh
Conduct Feasibility Study and Transition Planning $576,000 $120 $0 $575,880
JIS Applications Refresh-Subtotal $576,000 $120 $0 $575,880
Organization Change Management Phase |
Change Management in Support of JIS $320,000 $0 $0 $320,000
Organization Change Management Phase II-Subtotal $320,000 $0 $0 $320,000
Ongoing Activities
Natural To COBOL Conversion $550,000 $31,850 $37,048 $481,102
SCOMIS DX $1,607,000 $297,568 $1,204,353 $105,079
E-Ticketing stabilization $225,000 $3,228 $0 $221,772
Non-allocated Projects $0 $0 $0 $0
Ongoing Activities-Subtotal $2,382,000 $332,646 $1,241,401 $807,953
Equipment Replacement
Equipment Replacement - External $2,700,000 $826,101 $0 $1,873,899
Equipment Replacement - Internal $300,000 $188,028 $0 $111,972
Equipment Replacement-Subtotal $3,000,000 $1,014,129 $0 $1,985,871
TOTAL $12,614,000 $3,190,309 $2,058,353 $7,365,338

Prepared by AOC

October 27, 2010
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2009-2011 Biennium

Estimated Actual Actual Actual Total : n
JIS Transition Initiative Through September 30, 2010 Budget- | Costs Qrtr. | Costs Qrtr. [ Costs Qrtr. [ Expenditures \_I/_arlance Estlmgt_ed
. . . rough | Remaining
Qrtr. To Ending Ending Ending and 9/30/10 Budget
Date 3/31/10 6/30/10 9/30/10 Obligations
1. Organizational Change Management Phase 1
1.1 Develop Organizational Change Strategy $224,000 $626 $0 $0 $626| $223,374 | $223,374
1.2 Implement New Organization Structure $79,000]  $136,000 $0 $0 $136,000 ($57,000) $0
2. Capability Improvement Phase |
2.1 Implement Change Management and Communications $200,000 $220,000| $190,000 $0 $410,000| ($210,000) ($60,000)
2.2 Implement IT Governance $450,000 $542,213 $94,875 $35,000 $672,088| ($222,088) $48,912
2.3 Implement Project Management Office (PMO) $360,000 $510,500 $0 $29,500 $540,000| ($180,000)[ $194,000
2.4 Implement IT Portfolio Management (ITPM) $360,000 $639,452 $0 $0 $639,452| ($279,452) $46,548
3. Capability Improvement Phase Il
3.1 Implement Enterprise Architecture Management $275,000 $72,000 $20,200 $170,000 $262,200 $12,800 $12,800
3.2 Implement Solution Management $125,000 $0 $0 $0 $0| $125,000 $125,000
3.3 Implement Relationship Management $160,000 $0 $0 $0 $0| $160,000 $320,000
3.4 Implement IT Service Management $85,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $85,000 $225,000
4. Capability Improvement Phase llI
4.1 Establish Vendor Management $100,000 $0 $0 $0 $0| $100,000 [ $100,000
4.2 Mature Application Development Capability $160,000 $0 $0 $0 $0[ $160,000 $160,000
4.3 Establish Enterprise Security $200,000 $0 $0 $0 $0[  $200,000 $200,000
5. Capability Improvement Phase IV
5.1 Implement IT Service Management $200,000 $0 $0 $0 $0|  $200,000 | $497,000
5.2 Implement Financial Management Reporting $75,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $75,000 $75,000
6. Capability Improvement Phase V
6.1 Establish Custom Development Capabilities $0 $0 $0 $0 | $0 $0 $0
7. Master Data Management
7.1 Develop Data Governance Model $70,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $70,000 $70,000
7.2 Implement Data Quality Program $240,000 $0 $0 $0 $0|  $240,000 $240,000
7.3 Develop Unified Data Model $248,000 $0 $0 $0 $0|  $248,000 $298,000
7.4 Implement MDM Tool $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $900,000
7.5 Optimize Data Warehouse $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
8. Migrate Data Exchanges
8.1 Develop Data Exchange Migration Strategy $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
8.2 Develop File Based Exchanges $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
8.3 Develop Transactional Transfers $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
8.4 Migrate Exchanges Including JIS Link $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
9. Migrate Web Sites
9.1 Develop Migration Strategy $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
9.2 Redirect Web Application Data Source $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
10. JIS Applications Refresh
10.1 Conduct Feasibility Study and Transition Planning $76,000 $120 $0 $0 $120 $75,880 $575,880
10.2 Purchase, Configure and Deploy COTS Application 1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
10.3 Purchase, Configure and Deploy COTS Application 2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
10.4 Purchase, Configure and Deploy COTS Application 3 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
10.5 Design, Develop and Deploy Custom Application 1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
10.6 Design, Develop and Deploy Custom Application 2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
11. Organization Change Management Phase Il
11.1 Change Management in Support of JIS $0 $0 $0 $0 | $0 $0 $320,000
12. Ongoing Activities
12.1 Natural To COBOL Conversion $550,000 $68,898 $0 $0 $68,898|  $481,102 $481,102
12.2 SCOMIS DX $0| $1,645,729| ($143,808) $0 $1,501,921( ($1,501,921)| $105,079
12.3 Eticketing stabilization $225,000 $0 $3,228 $0 $3,228 $221,772 $221,772
12.3 Parking Module enhancements $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
12.4 Non-allocated Projects $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
13. Equipment Replacement
13.1 Equipment Replacement - External $2,700,000 $591,848 $44,188 $190,065 $826,101| $1,873,899 | $1,873,899
13.2 Equipment Replacement - Internal $300,000 $76,757 $0 $111,270 $188,027| $111,973 $111,973
Total $7,462,000| $4,504,143 $208,683 $535,835 $5,248,661| $2,213,339 | $7,365,339

Prepared by AOC

October 27, 2010
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Background

In 2008, the Judicial Information System Committee (JISC) directed the Administrative Office of the
Courts (AOC) to modernize and integrate the Judicial Information System. For the 2009-2011 biennium,
the Legislature approved funds to fulfill that direction. The budget proviso stipulated that a portion of
those funds was for the development of a comprehensive Information Technology (IT) strategy and
detailed business and operational plan. This strategy included the development of a fully operational
Project Management Office (PMO), the implementation of IT Governance, the establishment of an
Enterprise Architecture (EA) Program, the implementation of a Master Data Management (MDM)
solution, and a focus on Data Exchanges.

To plan the modernize-and-integrate strategy, AOC contracted with two industry leaders, Ernst & Young
and Sierra Systems. The firms performed analysis of the current business problems, the organization’s
capability and maturity to successfully implement the modernization and integration strategy, and
planned a detailed IT strategy to guide the modernization over the next several years.

Upon the completion of an IT strategy and business plan, AOC’s Information Services Division (ISD)
began implementation of a multi-year operational plan with the launch of five transformation initiatives in
September 2009: Project Management Office (PMO), IT Portfolio Management (ITPM), Enterprise
Architecture Management (EAM), Information Technology Governance (ITG), and Organizational
Change Management (OCM).

In addition to the transformation initiatives, AOC ISD continues to work on other approved priorities

including data exchanges, e-ticketing stabilization, equipment replacement, disaster recovery and on-
going maintenance and operations of legacy systems.
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JIS Transformation Plan Overview

September 2010

STATUS KEY ' = active/on track

= Changes w/ Moderate impact

..

Oriainal Roadmap per IT Strateav June 19 - 2009

Actual

Revised

Vv = Completed

Significant rework/risk e = Not active

JIS Transformation Initiatives

Status

CY09
Q3

CY09
Q4

CY10 | CY10 | CY10 | CYi0o | Cyil | Cyll | CYil
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3

CY11
Q4

1. 0 Organizational Change Management - Phase |

1.1 Develop Organizational Change Strategy

©

Planned

Actual

1.2 Implement New Organization Structure

Planned

Actual

2.0 Capability Improvement — Phase |

2.1 Implement Change Management &
Communications

Planned

Actual

2.2 Implement IT Governance (ITG)

Planned

Actual

2.3 Implement Project Management Office
(PMO)

Planned

Actual

2.4 Implement IT Portfolio Management

|00 O

Planned

Actual

3.0 Capability Improvement — Phase I

3.1 Implement Enterprise Architecture
Management

Planned

Actual

3.2 Implement Solution Management

Planned

Actual

3.3 Implement Relationship Management

Planned

Actual

3.4 Implement IT Service Management —
change, configure, release

Planned

Actual

4.0 Capability Improvement — Phase llI

4.1 Establish Vendor Management

O)

Planned

Actual

4.2 Mature Application Development
Capability

Planned

Actual

4.3 Establish Enterprise Security

Planned

Actual

5.0 Capability Improvement — Phase IV

5.1 Implement IT Service Management —
Service Catalog, Incident, Problem

Planned

Actual

5.2 Implement Performance Reporting
(formally Financial Management Reporting)

Planned

Actual

6.0 Capability Improvement — Phase V

6.1 Establish Custom Development
Capabilities

Planned

Actual

7.0 Master Data Management

7.1 Develop Data Governance Model

Planned

Actual

7.2 Implement Data Quality Program

Planned

Actual
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STATUS KEY @ - cctivelon track

= Changes w/ Moderate impact

‘ = Significant rework/risk

Oriainal Roadmap per IT Strateay June 19 - 2009

Actual

Revised

e = Not active

v - Completed

Initiatives JIS Transformation

Status

CY09
Q3

CY09
Q4

CY10
Q1

CY10
Q2

CY10
Q3

CY10
Q4

Cy11
Q1

Cy11
Q2

Cy11
Q3

Cy1l
Q4

7.3 Develop Unified Data Model

Planned

Actual

7.4 Implement MDM Tool

O)

Planned

Actual

7.5 Optimize Data Warehouse

O)

Planned

Actual

8.0 Migrate Data Exchanges

8.1 Develop Migration Strategy

Planned

Actual

8. 2 Develop File Based Exchanges

Planned

Actual

8.3 Develop Transactional Transfers

Planned

Actual

8.4 Migrate Exchanges Including JIS Link

(O} ON BON N0

Planned

Actual

9.0 Migrate Web Sites

9.1 Develop Migration Strategy

Planned

Actual

9.2 Redirect Web Application Data Sources

Planned

Actual

10.0 JIS Application Refresh

10.1 Conduct Feasibility Study and Transition
Planning

Planned

Actual

10.2 Purchase, Configure and Deploy COTS

Planned

Actual

11.0 Organization Change Management — Ph

11.1 Change Management in Support of JIS

Planned

Actual

12.0 Ongoing Projects

12.1 Natural to COBOL Conversion

Planned

Actual

12.2 Superior Court Data Exchange

Planned

Actual

12.3 E-ticketing stabilization

Planned

Actual

12.4 Parking Module enhancements - VRV

Planned

Actual

12.5 Conduct Market Study — Superior Courts

Planned

Actual

12.6 Conduct Feasibility Study — Road to Toll
Support

Planned

Actual

12.8 Equipment Replacement — External

Planned

Actual

12.8 Equipment Replacement — Internal

Planned

Actual

12.9 Conduct Feasibility Study - Superior
Court Case Flow & Calendaring

Planned

Actual

ISD — Feasibility Workgroup - Superior Court
Adult Risk Assessment

Planned

Actual
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ISD Staff Recognitions
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September Staff Recognitions

The Information Services Division (ISD) staff at AOC work in a variety of areas that extend
beyond maintaining the JIS systems and working on new IT projects. They are also responsible
to provide IT support to the other Divisions in AOC, the Supreme Court, and the Court of
Appeals (COA).

It is always a pleasure to receive positive comments regarding the outstanding service that ISD
staff provides the court community. In addition, we want to recognize our own staff for special
achievements. This month, we would like to recognize the following ISD staff for their
outstanding service:

K/
L4

R/
L4

Yun Bauer was recognized by Jenni Christopher and Marti Maxwell for the case
management reports that she provided to Marti. Yun was also told how nice she is to
work with.

Bill Cogswell, Kevin Ammons, Vicky Marin, and Heather Morford were recognized for
their creativity and hard work to take the IT Governance simulation game from concept to
reality for the JISC Special Meeting. They spent a lot of time and energy into creating
that exercise and it was well received by all who participated. It helped to demonstrate a
few of the challenges that the JISC will face when it comes to prioritizing IT requests
entered through the governance framework.

Vicky Marin was recognized by Dexter Mejia for the IT Governance presentation she
gave to the Access to Justice Board’s Justice Without Barriers Committee.

Kevin Ammons, our IT Service Delivery Manager, has passed three exams that are part
of the Information Technology Infrastructure Library (ITIL v3). He now has three
certificates from the ITIL Expert Certificate Level. Congratulations to Kevin! The courses
remaining for him to take and pass are:

1. Release, Control, and Validation
2. Continual Service Improvement
3. Managing Across the Lifecycle

Since this is the first time reporting on staff recognitions, a few from prior months are included:

R/
A X4

*0

In July, Lynne Alfasso, Ferd Ang, Lori Murphy, and Maria Padukiewicz were
recognized by Justice Fairhurst for the research and assistance they provided to the JISC
Public Case Search Workgroup. It was said that the support given by this group was the
“consummate benchmark of what support should be.” Way to go staff!

In August, the Judicial Information Systems Committee (JISC) approved the “Future
State Enterprise Technical Architecture” for AOC as proposed by the EA Team. The
following staff were recognized for their knowledge, expertise, hard work, and the
contribution they made towards the development of that architecture plan: Kumar
Yajamanam, Tom Sampson, Eric Kruger, Gary Guinotte, Tariq Rathore, John
O’Conner, John Howe, Bill Cogswell, Dennis Longnecker, Maria Padukiewicz, Beth
McGrath, Deven Zipp, Aaron House, Les Williams, Monica Santanicola, Tracy
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Wheeler, Robin Trail, Kermit Oglesby, Michele Young, Lori Murphy, Jeff Boyce,
Chris Ruhl, Dexter Mejia, Janice Winn, Charlotte Jensen, Rhonda Rankin, Ferd
Ang, Celeste Maris, Jim Herrera, Elaine Evans, Julie Wittrock, Ray Yost, and
Paramjeet Basi. This was one of the “Transformation Initiatives” that was led and
staffed solely with internal ISD/JSD resources. It helped us to achieve an important
milestone. It is nice to know that their hard work did not go unnoticed. Way to go, Team!
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IT Governance Update

The new IT Governance framework was implemented in July 2010. Since July, requests have continued to be
initiatied and move through the stages of the governance process. As of this reporting period, all 14 Endorsing
Bodies and 4 Court Level User Groups (CLUG) have been established and these groups are meeting as needed to
review requests. The new governance process is working well and we are starting to see results as requests are
approved and implemented.

The chart below demonstrates the volume of requests currently in the IT Governance process for Sept-Oct

ITG Status Report

B Sep-10 m Oct-10

IT Requests Authorized or In-Progress of Authorization

Request ID: #002 — Superior Court Case Management System Feasibility Study

Description: Conduct feasibility study to examine COTS caseflow and calendaring systems, plus LINX, to
support potential acquisition and deployment of a system for the state’s Superior Courts.

CLUG: Superior Court (pilot) | Authorized By: JISC

Request ID: #004 — Change Meretricious Relationship Cause of Action Code and Case Type
Description: Create Committed Intimate Relationship cause of action code under case type 3 in SCOMIS
and remove Meretricious Relationship cause of action code under case type 2 to comply with Supreme
Court decision from 2007.

CLUG: Mandated | Authorized By: CIO

Request ID: #019 — Display Judgments (SCOMIS Case Type 9) as Part of Original Case

Description: Change the way SCOMIS case types 9s (judgments) are displayed on public case search by
making these cases appear as a link under the original case. This was part of the Public Case Search
Workgroup report adopted by the JISC.

CLUG: Superior Court | Authorized By: CIO

11
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IT Governance Endorsing & Court Level User Groups Members

IT govemagcg

Rich Johnson Linda Bell MN.F. Jackson Judge J. Robert Justice Fairhurst Judge James Jeff Hall Judge Steven Rosin
COA Clerk/Admin Civilinfraction Div Whateom Ca, Leach (:HAI:! Heller Administrator Black Diamond Muni
Div1 Maor Pierce Co. Dist. Admin/Clerk COA Div | (Supreme Crt) Pierce Co. Dist {AOC) Crt
(COA) [CLJ) {Superior Crt} {COA) P {cLd) {Municipal Crt)
.Iudge_ et [Yolande Williams Judge Thomas William Holmes tan Knnaias Siri Woods Larry Barker
Mare Lampson Trickey Seattle Muni Crt o Chief Robert . Grays Harbor Ca Chief Probation Officer
Attorney at Law| | King Co Sup Crt A e oy Berg SEm Prosecutor Chelan Co. Clerk | | % viiat Co. Dist Crt
(WSBA) {Superior Crt) cL) oo o Centralin | [A00H KNGS £01 | (WA StAssocof || (Superior Gt {Misdemeanant
Crt P Police Dept per Prosecuting Corrections Assoc.)
{Superior Crt) (WASPC) Attorneys)

COURT LEVEL USER GROUPS (4" Stage “Recommend”)

Appellate Level User Group
4th Stage “Recommend”

Superior Court Level User Group
4th Stage “Recommend™

Courts of Limited Jurisdiction User Group
4th Stage "Recommend”

Multi-Court Level User Group
4th Stage "“Recommend”

Appointed by Chief Justice Barbara
Madsen and Presiding Chief Judge
Dennis Sweeney

———— ————
Justice Debra Stevens — Supreme Court N
Steve Goff, Commission - Supreme Court
Ron Carpenter, Clerk — Supreme Caourt

At least 1 member from each group below:

- Superior Court Judges Association (SJCA)

- Assoc. of WA Superior Court
Administrators [(AWSCA)

- WA Assoc. of County Clerks

- Superior Court Family & Juvenile Law
Commitiee (FJLC)

- WA Assoc. of Juvenile Court Admin

At least 1 member from each group below:

District & Municipal Court Judges Association
District & Municipal Court Management
Associations

Misdemeanant Corrections Associations
bt - b e

Cynthia Marr {Chair) = IT Specialist 111

\
|
Susan Carlson, Deputy for Ron Carpenter : (WAICA) r Pierce Co. Dist Crt
Rich Johnson, ClarkiAdmin — COA 1 1 e - — - I Judge Kim Walden (Vice Chair) —
Judge J. Robert Leach — COA Div 1 | i . ™~ | Tukwila BMuni Crt
David Ponzoha, Admin/Clerk — Div Il | l'f Judge Jeanette Dalton (Chair)— Kitsap Co. "'l | Judge Mark Eide — King Co. Dist Crt
Renee Townsley, Admin/Clerk —Div il | | Sharon Paradis (Vice-Chair), Juvenile | | Larry Barker, Director of Adult Probation
/| Admin - Benton/Franklin Co, ) | | Services Klickitat Co.
—————— Ve — = ———— < | Judge Kitty-Ann van Doorninck —Fierce | | pajanie Schwankl — Kirkland Muni Crt
I El.?dga Patricia Hall Clark - King Co I : Pam Springer — Admin Skagit Co. Dist Crt
| = ) - !
| Paul s v. Admin — King Co. : ,l\‘.himee Vance — Admin Kirkland Munl Crt
— | Frank Maiocco, Admin — Kitsap Co. | B v e
* Blue Text indicates that | William Holmes, Juvenile Admin — Kittitas. |
person is member of JISC | Co. |
Updated10/13/2010 | Mike Merringer, Juvenile Admin - Island |
| Co. |
| Kevin Stock, Clerk — Pierce Co |
| Betty Gould, Clerk — Thurston Co, |
l\ Siri Waods, Clerk — Chelan Co. ,J
S -

Mambears
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At least 1 member from each group below,
sub-committee members represent their
court role

Appellate Courts: {judge or admin)

Supearar Courts {judge or admin)

Juwenile Administrators:

County Clerks:

2 CLJ Members (DMCMA, DMCJA)

AOC Judicial Services Director

*Chairs of 3 JISC Sub-Committees: Data
Dissaemination Committee, Data Management
Steering Commitiee, Codes Committee

Le——— «————

{initial members — Charter lo be Approved)
Rich Johnson, Div 1 {Appallate Court & Data
Management Steering Committee Chair)
Judge Thomas Wynne = Snohomish Co.

A
1

(Superior Crt & Data Dissemination Committes |

f
|
|
|
|
: Chair,

| Pal Swartos — (Mason Co, Clerk & Codes

| Commities Chair)

| William Holmes - {Juvenile Crt Admin_,

| HKitlitas Co. Superior Court)

| Cynthia Marr — (Pience District Crt,, DMCMA)
I Lynne Jacobs — (lssaguah Muni Crt. DMCJA)
\HDIrk Marler, AQC

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
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IT govgrnange

Court of Appeals Executive
Committee
Presiding Chief Judae Dennis Sweenay
Rich Johnson, Admin/Clerk — Div 1
David Ponzoha, Admin/Clerk — Div 11
Renee Townsley, Admin/'Clerk — Div [

Superior Court Judges Association Family
& Juvenile Law Committee
Judge Kitty-Ann van Doarninck — Plerce Ca.
Judge Chuck Snyder — Whatcom Co,
Mark Gelman, Commission — Pierce Co,

Superior Court Judges Association
Judge Jeanette Dalton - Kitsap Co.
Judge Brian Tollefson — Pierce Co.,

Judge Larry MoKeeman — Snohomish Co.

Supreme Court
Justice Barbara Madsen
Justice Debra Stephens
Steve Goff, Commissioner

Association of Washington Superior
Court Administrators
Delilah George, President — Skagit Co.

Washington State Association of
County Clerks
Kevin Stock, President — Plerca Co,

AOC (for non-court requests)
Dirk Marler, Director, JSD
Chiis Ruhl, Court Services Manager

District & Municipal Court Management
Association
Admee Wance — Admin Kirkland BMuni

Paul Sherfay — King Co.
Frank Maiocco — Kitsap co.

Betty Gould — Thurston Co.
Siri Woods = Chellan Co.

Shirley Bondon, Court Access Manager
Carl MeCurdey, Research Manager

Cathy Pashon - Admin Sumner Muni
Cynthia Mamr - IT Specialist 11l Pierce Co. Dist

Washington Association of Juvenile
Administrators
Shelly Maluo, President — Plerce Ca.
Sharon Paradis - Benton/Franklin Co.
Bonnie Bush — Spokane Co.

District & Municipal Court Judges Assoclation
Judge Stephen E. Brown — Grays Harbor Dist Cri
Judge Gregory J. Tripp — Spokane Dist Crt
Judge Sara B, Derr — Spokanea Dist Crt
Judge Richard B. Kayne — Medical Lake Muni Cri.
Judge Glenn M. Phillips — Kent Muni Crt
Judge Frank V. La Salata — King Co. Dist Crt

Codes Committes
Fat Swartos, Chair — Clerk Mason Cao. (WSACC)
Linda Myhre-Enkow — Deputy Clerk Thurston Co, (WSACC)
Kathy Martin — Clerk Walla Walla Co. (WSACC)

Pat Austin — Sup. Crt Admin, Benton/Franklin Co. {AWSCA)

Michelle Moore — Sup Crt. Admin, Jefferson Co. [AWSCA)
Linda Bell — Pierce Co. Dist Grt (DMCMA)
Kathy Seymour — Bonney Lake Muni Crt (DMCMA)
Barbara Smith — Grant Co. Dist Crt (DMCMA)
Pam Springer - Skagit Co. Dist Crt (DMCRMA)

Angela Hollis — Probation Officers, Skamania Co. Juvenile Crt {JCS)
Carol Vance — Juvenile Crt Clerk, Benton Co. Sup Crt (JCS)

Kaaren Woads — Admin Orting Muni
Kris Thampson —Clerk Whitman Co. Dist
Lynne Jacobs — Admin lssaquah Muri
Pam Springer — Admin Skagit Co. Dist
Patricia Kohler — Director King C. Dist
Sandy Ervin — Admin Okanogan Co. Dist

Judge Judy Rae Jasprica — Pierce Co. Dist Crt
Judge G Scott Marinella — Columbia Dist Crt
Judge Veronica Alicea — Galvan — Des Moines Muni Crt
Judge Patrick R. Burns — Aubum Muni Crt
Judge Linda 5. Portnoy Lake Forest Park Muni Crt
Comm. Adam Eisenberg — Seattle Muni Crt
Judge Scolt AhIF — Olymgia Muni Crt
Judge RW, Buzzard — Lewis Co, Dist Cri.

* Blue Text indicates that person is member of JISC
Mote that the people listed are the main “contacts”™ for the
endorsing group. The enfire board or association or a sub-
committes may weaigh in on whether to endorse or not endorse a
request as each endorsing group handles request differently.

Last Updated 8M17/2010
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Misdemeanant Corrections Association
Linda Shaw, President -Clark Co. Corrections
Susan Fraser, Vice President — Bellevue Probation
Melanie Schwankl — Kirkland Muni Court Prabation
Debbie Moland — Pasco Muni Court Probation
Linda Eiford — Skagit Co. Probation
Jim Smallwood — Pierce Co. Court Probation
IMindy Breiner — Tulkwilla Probation
Janene Johnstone — Kent Muni Prabation
Courtney Bridgefarmer — Klickitat Co. Adult Probation
Tracy Hoctor — Klickitat Co. Adult Probation

Data Management Steering Committee
Rich Johnson, Chair — Admin/Clerk Div 1 (COA)
Larry Barker — Klickitas Co. Probation Serv. (MCA)
Judge D. Mark Eide — King Co. Dist Crt (DMCJA)
William Holmes — Admin Kittitas Co. Juw Crt, (WaJCA)
Lynne Jacobs — lssaquah Munl Crt (DMCMA)
Frank Maiocco — Admin Kitsap Co. Sup Crt (AWSCA)
Carl McCurley — ADC (WSCCR)

Judge Brian Tollefson — Pierce Co. Sup Crt (SCJA)
Siri Woods — Clerk Chelan Co. (WSACC)
Judge Thomas Wynne — Snohomish Co. Sup Crt
(SCJA)

Data Dissemination Committee

Judge Thomas Wynne, Chair — Snohomish Co. Sup Crt.

Judge James Heller — Pierce Co. Sup Crt
William Holmes, Admin — Kittitas Co, Juvenile Crt.
Rich Johnson, Admin — COA Div 1
Judge Steven Rosen — Black Diamond Muni Crt
Judge Michael Trickey — King Co. Sup Crt
Siri Woods, Clerk — Chellan Co.
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Summary of Activities for September 2010

Transformation Initiative Activities

Initiative: 2.3 — Implement Project Management Office (PMQO)

Activities Impact/Value
v" An ISD employee skills matrix was e The skills matrix and the project list will be tools for the
developed to identify existing staff skills Operation Control Board (OCB) to use in allocating
and a consolidated project list was resources across IT requests that will improve and
created and placed on the PMO inform their decisions.

SharePoint site for easy viewing.

Initiative: 2.4 — Implement IT Portfolio Management (ITPM)

Activities Impact/Value
v" Work continues on the development of e Once completed and implemented, AOC and JISC will
the initial set of portfolio asset metrics to have a structure for strategic portfolio planning and IT
populate the initial set of four portfolios decision making to manage, monitor and measure the
which are JIS Applications, Non-JIS prioritization, costs and performance of IT assets

Applications, Planned Projects and
Active Projects

Initiative: 5.1 — Implement Service Management — Service Catalog, Incident, Response

Activities Impact/Value
v' The first phase of 5.1, Service Catalog e The initiative is now underway starting with the Service
has been started. A Project Manager has Catalog portion.
been assigned and the kickoff meeting
scheduled

Upcoming Transformation Initiatives

The following initiatives will begin soon and will be reported on in subsequent reports
e 3.2 Implement Solution Management
¢ 5.2 Implement Performance Reporting (formally Financial Management Reporting)

Completed Transformation Initiatives

The following initiatives were completed last month and have transitioned into ongoing maintenance.
The reports for ongoing activities for these completed initiatives are now found in the ISD Operational
Areas section as shown below.

v' 2.2 Implement IT Governance (reported under Operations)
v' 3.1 Implement Enterprise Architecture Management (reported under Architecture & Strategy)
v' 3.3 Implement Relationship Management (reported under Architecture & Strategy)

14
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Summary for September 2010

Project Activities

Note that VRV Data Services and e-Ticketing Stabilization have moved from a development project into maintenance and therefore are not
being reported under approved projects but are now reported under the ISD operational area; Standards & Policies.

Project: Superior Court Data Exchange

Activities

Impact/Value

v' Completed the technical architecture
documentation that frames the proposed
(future) solutions

v' Completed document as-is business
model and requirements, and reached
signoff of this documentation with the
work group.

v' Continued consolidation of business
requirements into candidate business
capabilities that will form associated data
exchanges.

e The technical architecture documentation provides
increased interoperability with other data exchanges

e For the as-is business model, data needs were
compared with those needs of calendaring, docketing
and document imaging workgroups to assure continuity
of devised data exchanges

e The consolidation of requirements provides alignment
of business capabilities with data exchanges.

Project: Superior Court Case Calendaring and Calendaring Feasibility Study

Activities

Impact/Value

v/ Statement of Work has been approved
for initiating vendor contract negotiations

v" An executive sponsor committee
proposal was drafted to provide support
and oversight for the project.

v" The final court subject matter (SME)
sessions were held with judges and court
administrators to start validating business
requirements.

e The feasibility study will bring back research on
available products that meet the needs for Case flow
and calendaring at the Superior Court level to inform
further IT decisions on purchasing and implementation
of a solution. The Statement of Work clearly outlines
the expectations of the vendor and the objective of the
feasibility study.

e An Executive Sponsor Committee will provide direct
input from the key customer sponsors and help guide
decisions for the project team.

e The requirements sessions validate business
requirements by the customers who actually do the
business work rather than by AOC.

ISD Monthly Status Report for JISC — September 2010
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Summary for September 2010

ISD Operational Area Activities

Area: Architecture & Strategy

Includes: Enterprise Architecture, Solution Management & Relationship Management

Activities

Impact/Value

v' Business Liaisons are working with
courts and other stakeholders to form the
multi-court level user group — the 4™ T
Governance group, based on the
outcome of the August JISC meeting.

v" The EA team participated in the review of
several of the new capability
improvement work orders (i.e., Service
Catalog, Solution Management, and
Master Data Management),

v" The Business analysts have compiled a
base set of requirements for the Superior
Court Case Management feasibility study
requirements gathering and are
preparing for the user sessions to be
held later this month.

v' EAteam is in process of conducting a
cost-benefit analysis for the conversion
of legacy code which was written in a
niche programming language called
“Natural” to a more modern standard of
either “COBOL" or “Java’.

The multi-court level user group (MCLUG) will address
IT Governance requests that impact multiple court
levels and will have the benefit of having members
from the 3 JISC sub-committees and all court levels.
Review of the work orders by the EA teams brings an
enterprise perspective to these initiatives.

The Business Analysts have been performing a critical
role in the feasibility study to ensure that the business
needs are clearly stated and understood and can be
vetted by the court community efficiently and
successfully.

The conversion from the “Natural” language is
expected to provide significant cost savings

Area: Infrastructure

Includes: Desktop Unit, Network Unit, Server Unit, Support Unit & System Database Unit

Activities Impact/Value
v' September 2010 Disaster Recovery Test e The test was extremely successful with all the JIS
completed. production systems being fully restored to the new

e The Infrastructure team implemented a
new building security system server to
run the security system for the AOC
buildings. The new server was rolled up
as production server and a new back-up
and restore plan was also implemented

location in Scottsdale Arizona which was a brand new
location for us to use for disaster recovery.

The new building security server will allow AOC staff to
manage the server from the Olympia location.

e This graph shows the JIS daily
transactions since 1994. The
transactions have gone from about
200,000 transactions a day with a
response time in JIS of over 3 seconds to
over 1.2 million transactions a day while
the response time has decreased to
under .25 seconds. This demonstrates
how the infrastructure team has been
able to increase the volume on JIS but
decrease the wait time for transactions
for JIS users.

JIS Daily Transactions and Response Time
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Area: Data Management

Includes: Database Unit, Development Unit, Data Warehouse Unit

Activities

Impact/Value

Prepared superior court case
management reports for release at the
end of September. .

Prepared the Court Profile report for
release at the end of September.
Completed tuning of the public data
warehouse (PDW) to maintain the time it
takes to load the information.

Completed indexing of the CLJ docket
table to speed the generation of e-
ticketing reports.

Prepared materials for discussion
regarding the hardware to be used for
the Master Data Management (MDM)
initiative. This included calculations
regarding total cost of ownership and a
comparison of options offered by various
providers

This will allow superior courts to run all case
management reports on demand, as well as giving
them the ability to manipulate the data and to add
additional information pertinent to their courts
Prepared the Court Profile report for release at the end
of September. Previously, courts had to submit an e-
service request to have the report run. Turn-around
time varied depending on availability of resources.
Release Court Profile on the warehouse will allow the
courts to run the report on demand at any time.

Due to increasing the information provided in the PDW
to support judgment cases, the load time was
beginning to exceed the allotted window. This tuning
keeps the load time within the window so that the
information provided on the public website remains
current within two hours

These materials will assist ISD in choosing the most
cost effective solution to meet the needs of the
initiative

Area: Operations

Includes: All applications; Web team, Java team, Legacy team, JCS team, Service Delivery and IT Governance

Activities

Impact/Value

Domestic Order program improvements
The Java group completed phase 1 of
the e-Ticketing Stabilization project which
provided significant improvements in
performance and capacity

The web team completed work to
significantly improve security for the
guardianship application.

The service delivery and web teams
completed the enhancements and
improvements to the IT Governance
website and added the three JISC sub-
committees; Data Management Steering
Committee (DMSC), Data Dissemination
Committee and Codes Committee to the
IT Governance website as Endorsing
Groups

The IT Governance team received 21 IT
requests during the reporting period into
the IT Governance website.

Courts will now see on the Individual Case History and
Defendant Case History screens if there is any active
DV order on the case. A new status lets the court know
whether there is an order on the case and what the
status of that order is. It previously only showed the
status of the most recent order which could be
misleading. It provides additional information to courts
to improve decision making.

The work by the web team eliminated the security
concerns with guardianship application.

The IT Governance website automates the movement
of the IT requests through the governance process,
creating efficiencies, transparency and accountability.
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Area: Standards & Policies

Includes: Quality Assurance and Test Group, Portfolio Management, Standards and Training, Resource Coordination, Project

Management Office Coordination, and projects.

Activities

Impact/Value

v" The Quality Assurance team completed
drafts of the work orders for Capability
Maturity Model and Software Quality
Assurance which will outline the
expectations and activities for each
function.

v" The new Software Quality Assurance
SharePoint web site has been developed
and is in final review.

v' E-Ticketing stabilization team continued

work on the developing testing scenarios.

e The Vehicle Related Violations (VRV)
Data Exchange team continued work on
the Performance Benchmark Testing
Environment

e Providing overall IT testing processes, procedures, and
framework for increasing IT capability will ensure that
AOC has a structure in place for increasing quality and
performance of applications and systems.

e This site will provide one place where all test team
project information can be shared easily. Additionally
this site also provides the understanding, accountability
and efficiencies while providing standards and best
practices in software quality assurance.

¢ Continued testing of the e-Ticketing system will ensure
that an increased load is supported.

e Tests are required to validate the ability to withstand
impact of increased volumes to the system.
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Status Update Key

Green = Progressing as planned.

Yellow = Changes with moderate impact

Red = Severe changes or significant re-work is necessary.
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Transformation Initiative Reports

Initiative: 2.3 Implement Project Management Office (PMO)

JIS Operational Plan: Capability Improvement Phase |

Executive Sponsor(s)

Vonnie Diseth, CIO

Business Area Manager:

Jody Graham, Standards & Policies Manager

Description:

IT Project Manager:

Deven Zipp
Consultant/Contracting Firm:
Sierra Systems

The PMO ensures consistent “best practice” project management throughout every step of a

project, improving project success rates and delivering effective support for decisions to keep projects aligned

with organizational priorities.

Business Benefit: The Project Management Office provides standardized methods to increase IT efficiency,
cut project costs and improve project delivery in terms of time and budget.

. Organizational Legislative
Business Capability Improvement AOC Sponsored = Court Sponsored Mandate
Drivers

X
JISC Approved | Allocated Actual (thru August 31*, 2010)
Budget $ 734,000 $214,500
Current Status
Scope Schedule Budget
o [ [

Current Status Notes: PMO Deliverables are being redefined and therefore initiative progress bar has been changed

from 70% complete to 60% complete.

Initiative Progress

Initiative Start Date: September 2009

Activities Completed this Reporting Period

e An ISD employee skills matrix was developed to
identify existing staff skills. A consolidated
project list was created and will be placed on
SharePoint for easy viewing access

Activities Planned for Next Reporting Period

v Continue work on the resource utilization tool
that combines the skills matrix and project list for
the Operation Control Board (OCB) to use in
allocating resources across IT requests

e Complete cost estimating, cost control and
budgeting tools to manage specific projects.

ISD Monthly Status Report for JISC — September 2010

September -60%

Current Scheduled Completion Date: December 2010

Impact/Value

The skills matrix and the project list will be tools for the
Operation Control Board (OCB) to use as part of the IT
Governance process in allocating resources across IT
requests. Additionally the tools for cost estimating, cost
control and budgeting were drafted to help manage project
costs and risks effectively throughout the life of a project.

Impact/Value

Will improve decision making for IT requests and resource
management

Will improve the project estimates and overall project
management

100%
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Initiative: 2.4 Implement IT Portfolio Management (ITPM)
JIS Operational Plan: Capability Improvement Phase |

Executive Sponsor(s) IT Project Manager:

Vonnie Diseth, CIO Martin Kravik

Business Area Manager: Consultant/Contracting Firm:
Jody Graham, Standards & Policies Manager Sierra Systems

Description: IT Portfolio Management (ITPM) provides a structure for strategic portfolio planning and IT
decision making to manage, monitor and measure prioritization, costs and performance of IT assets. IT
investments are measured using both financial and non-financial measurements and ITPM specifically provides
information on what to continue investing in verses what to divest from. IT Portfolio Management provides risk
profile analysis, how to decide on diversification of projects and how to provide continuous alignment with
business goals and standardization of investment procedures, rules and plans.

Business Benefits: IT Portfolio Management when implemented will provide the information necessary to
make informed decisions on what IT investments to continue to invest in and what to divest in to save costs
and improve performance.

. Organizational Capability Court Legislative
Bu_SIness Improvement AOC Sponsored Sponsored Mandate
Drivers

X
JISC Approved Allocated Actual (thru August 31°, 2010)
Budget $ 645,000 $254,500
Current Status
Scope Schedule Budget
[ J [ J [ J

Current Status Notes: ITPM Deliverables were redefined and therefore initiative progress bar has been changed
from 80% complete to 50% complete. Project is on schedule.
September -50%

nitative Progress D

Initiative Start Date: September 2009 Current Scheduled Completion Date: November 2010
Activities Completed this Reporting Period Impact/Value
e Work continues on the development of the Once completed and implemented, AOC and JISC will

initial set of portfolio asset metrics and on the | have a structure for strategic portfolio planning and IT
population of the initial set of portfolios which | decision making to manage, monitor and measure the

are JIS Applications, Non-JIS Applications, prioritization, costs and performance of IT assets
Planned Projects and Active Projects
Activities Planned Next Reporting Period Impact/Value
°  Continue work on the development of the Once completed and implemented, AOC and JISC will

initial set of portfolio asset metrics and on the | have a structure for strategic portfolio planning and IT
population of the initial set of portfolios which | decision making to manage, monitor and measure the
are JIS Applications, Non-JIS Applications, prioritization, costs and performance of IT assets
Planned Projects and Active Projects.
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Initiative: 5.1 Implement IT Service Management —Service Catalog,

Incident, Response
JIS Operational Plan: Capability Improvement Phase Ii

Executive Sponsor(s) IT Project Manager:

Vonnie Diseth, CIO Eric Wuolle (Service Catalog)
Business Area Manager: Consultant/Contracting Firm:
Jody Graham, Standards & Policies Manager Sierra Systems

Description: The development of Service Management capabilities ensures the ability to manage changes to the JIS
environment and underlying infrastructure and includes the coordinated management of IT services from concept through
design, construction, deployment, support and retirement. Service Management compliments and integrates with the efforts
of customer service, solution management, application development, and project management to provide complete lifecycle
coverage of IT products and services. The Service Catalog portion of the initiative describes each of the IT services
provided by AOC to its customers. The objective of the service catalog is to facilitate communication with AOC customers
as the single source of information on all the IT services and the formal service levels associated with each of those
services. The catalog includes a description of the service itself, the service level agreement for the service, descriptions of
the authorized user and requestor roles, usage costs, and how the service is provided.

Business Benefit: Service Management ensures that AOC is aligning its service offerings and activities with the
business needs and priorities of the Washington court system. Allocation of scarce resources is based on customer
decisions and reflects the customer’s perspective of how the Information Services Division of AOC can best contribute to
the business of the Washington courts. Service Management offers repeatable processes which will result in higher quality
products and services. The service catalog benefit is a single source for reference for the menu of IT services available for
customers that are aligned with the strategic view for AOC and the enterprise business functions. It promotes improved
relationships between ISD and its customers by ensuring that service levels are defined and services are managed against
those. The service catalog guides all the strategic and operational work in the enterprise.

Organizational Capability Court Legislative

Bu_smess Improvement AOC Sponsored Sponsored Mandate
Drivers
X
JISC Approved Allocated Actual (thru August 31% , 2010)
Budget $497,000 $0.00
Current Status
Scope Schedule Budget
o o o

Current Status Notes: Only the Service Catalog portion of the intiative has begun.

September -3%

Initiative Progress Y | 100%
Project Start Date: September 2010 Current Scheduled Completion Date: March 2011
Activities Completed this Reporting Period Impact/Value
e Service Catalog Project Manager Use of formal project management techniques will help ensure high
assigned and the project has been quality project results, which include a Service Catalog, as well as

the organizational capability to maintain and enhance the Service

initiated. ; ; . .
Catalog, in consultation with their customers.
Activities Planned Next Reporting Period Impact/Value
°  Key AOC stakeholders confirmed, Strong support and direction is in place. That will help ensure the
engaged. project success.
°  Kick-off meeting held for project team. Provided insight into the project purpose, how it will assist

improved customer support, and also helped to build team
commitment to its success.
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Approved Project Reports

Approved Project: Superior Court Data Exchange

Executive Sponsor(s)

IT Project Manager:

Data Management Steering Committee Kathy Wyer
Rich Johnson, Chair of Committee Consultant/Contracting Firm:
Cayzen

Description:

The intent of the Superior Court Data Exchange project is to build and implement an enhanced

technology infrastructure with leading standards that ensures sharing data between third party systems
including local non-JIS systems. The project will also strive to define and implement a sustainable Operational
Support Model for ongoing growth and expansion of data exchange services.

Business Benefit: The Data Exchange will eliminate redundant data entry, improve data accuracy, provide
real-time information for decision making and reduce support costs through a common technical solution for
sharing data.

Bu_smess Capabilities Improvement AOC Sponsored
Drivers
JISC Approved | Allocated
Budget $1,600,00
Current Status
Scope Schedule
o

Organizational

Court Sponsored Legfrllztrlve
X
Actual (thru August 31>, 2010)
$297,568
Budget

Current Status Notes: The following risks have been identified that have an impact on the project:

The intial project underestimated the level of effort required to engage court workgroups, site visits, and extract
business requirements and there are limited staff resources for the project.
There was a change in AOC management for the project (CIO and the Project Manager) and the System Architect

took another position and left the project.

Limited Subject Matter Experts and resources are available. The scope change increased the quantity of the data
exchanges, from the originally budgeted 22 to 44 which led to increased documentation and analysis.

Calendaring pilot court (Kitsap Co.) only to partially test functionality — adding additional functionality for larger pilot
courts may add to an increased scope and budget. Pilot courts don’t find value in Documents Imaging exchange.

Initiative Progress

September -20%

Project Start Date: Feburary 2010

100%

Current Scheduled Completion Date: June 2011

Activities Completed this Reporting Period

Impact/Value

Completed the technical architecture documentation that
frames the proposed (future) solution.

This provides increased interoperability with other
data exchanges

Completed document as-is business model and
requirements, and reached signoff of this documentation with
the work group

Data needs were compared with those needs of
calendaring, docketing and document imaging
workgroups to assure continuity of exchanges

Continued consolidation of business requirements into
candidate business capabilities that will form associated data
exchanges

The consolidation of requirements provides
alignment of business capabilities with data
exchanges

Activities Planned Next Reporting Period

Impact/Value

o

Finalization of System Requirements and Service
Specifications

Clearly defines the system requirements and
service details to setup data exchanges.

Continued work on improving efficiencies for tightening
schedule.

Greater efficiencies will help move project along
and tighten the schedule.

Create business capabilities packages for Information
Exchange Package Documentation (IEPD)

Provides the level of programming code required
to make data available for web exchanges.

ISD Monthly Status Report for JISC — September 2010

26






Approved Project: Superior Court Case Flow & Calendaring Feasibility
Study

Executive Sponsor(s)
Superior Court Judges Association (SCJA)
Judge Steve Warning, President of Association

IT Project Manager:

Deven Zipp
Consultant/Contracting Firm:
(currently in negotiations)

Description: The Superior Court Case Flow & Calendaring Feasibility Study (SCMFS) is intended to provide
the research and analysis needed to make informed decisions on which software applications would meet the
business needs of the Superior Courts for managing case flow and calendaring functions in support of judicial
decision making and scheduling.

Business Benefits: A feasibility study of the available software vendors and how their products align with
customer business needs will allow the courts and JISC to make informed decisions on which software
applications would meet the business needs of the Superior Courts for managing case flow and calendaring

functions in support of judicial decision making and scheduling.

. Organizational Capability AOC Legislative
Bu_smess Improvement Sponsored Court Sponsored Mandate
Drivers

X
JISC Approved Allocated (thru July 31 2010) Actual (thru August 31% , 2010)

Budget

$0.00 (Note JISC approved $250,000)

$0.00

Current Status

Scope

Schedule
o

Budget
o

Current Status Notes: The project is moving forward with the original scope of work that includes case calendaring and
case flow for the Superior Court judicial officers and administrators.. The project team raised the risk of not having the
clerks included in the current scope and the SCJA proposed to bring the County Clerks on as co-sponsors to the project. A

decision to join the project is pending with the clerks.
September -5%

Initiative Progress

Project Start Date: August 2010

100%

Current Scheduled Completion Date: July 2011

Activities Completed this Reporting Period

Impact/Value

e The Statement of Work has been approved for
initiating vendor contract negotiations

The Statement of Work clearly identifies the expectations for
the vendor and the scope of the project.

v' An Executive Sponsor Committee proposal was
drafted

This committee will provide support and oversight for the
project to ensure the project is aligned with customer needs
and expectations.

v' The first court subject matter expert (SME)
session was held with judges and administrators
to start validating business requirements and the
technical requirements gathering has started.

Validating the business requirements with the customers is a
critical step in ensuring that the feasibility study aligns with
customer needs. In addition to business requirements,
technical requirements give input into other key areas of
consideration within the IT portfolio.

Activities Planned Next Reporting Period

Impact/Value

°  Receive a decision about expanding the customer
involvement to include the County Clerks

The clerks will play a key role in the success of the project.

°  Complete negotiations with the winning vendor

Once negotiations are complete, the vendor can be brought
on board and begin work.

°  Continue validating business requirements with
subject matter experts in the courts

Validating the business requirements with the customers is a
critical step in ensuring that the feasibility study aligns with
customer needs.
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ISD Operational Area Reports

Operational Area: Architecture & Strategy
Kumar Yajamanam, Architecture & Strategy Manager

Includes: Enterprise Architecture, Solutions Management & Relationship Management

Description:

Architecture & Strategy is a group within ISD that is responsible for providing strategic

technology guidance in support of all services provided by ISD. The functions provided by the group include
enterprise architecture, solution management, service catalog development, vendor management, enterprise
security and business continuity planning.

Activities Completed this Reporting Period

v

Business liaisons worked with court customers and
stakeholders to form the multi-level courts user group — the
4" T governance group — based on the August JISC
meeting

Business Liaisons are supporting communications to the IT
Governance endorsing bodies and court level user groups
as well as other associations, committees and groups
The Enterprise Architecture (EA) team completed
presentation of the approved Future State Technical
Architecture to key AOC technical staff

EA team is also supporting the review of several work
orders for capability improvements such as for service
catalog, solution management, master data management,
etc.

EA team is conducting the cost-benefit analysis for the
conversion of legacy code written in a niche language
Natural to either COBOL or Java.

Business analysts have been working on the Superior
Court Case Management feasibility study requirements
gathering and are preparing for the user sessions to be
held later this month.

Activities Planned for Next Reporting Period

o

The EA team will meet with the JISC workgroup
established to identify the baseline functionality for
determining what is available centrally verses locally at the
state level

Business analysts will help facilitate the requirements
gathering sessions for the Superior Courts Case Flow and
Calendaring feasibility study

Business Liaisons will hold the first meetings for the multi-
court level user group (MCLUG)

Business liaisons will work with Service Delivery Manager
to hold a table-top workshop for the JISC to work through
the IT Governance approve and schedule steps
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Impact/Value

Standing up a new 4™ “recommend”
group will ensure a broad look at
requests that impact multiple court levels

th «

Providing consistent and clear
communications on the IT Governance
process will help facilitate its success.
Spreading awareness regarding the
technical strategy and roadmap of EA
helps to increase understanding of EA.
By having the EA team involved in the
work orders it brings in an enterprise
perspective to these initiatives ensuring
they follow EA principles.

The conversion from Natural is expected
to provide significant cost savings

This is an important step in the feasibility
study to ensure that the business needs
are clearly stated and understood

Impact/Value

Identifying the baseline functionality that
the JISC wants to make available at a
state level will assist IT decision making
across the organization.

This is an important step in the feasibility
study to ensure that the business needs
are clearly stated and understood and
can be vetted by the court community
efficiently and successfully

Standing up a new 4" “recommend”
group will ensure a broad look at
requests that impact multiple court levels
Conducting a table top exercise will help
identify questions and decisions that
need to be made by the JISC prior to
having real IT requests to decide on.
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Operational Area: Infrastructure
Dennis Longnecker, Infrastructure Manager

Includes: Desktop Unit, Network Unit, Server Unit, Support Unit & System Database Unit

Description: AOC ISD operates and supports the computer related operational needs of the AOC, Temple
of Justice, and Court of Appeals, along with the Judicial Information System (JIS) applications, the Judicial
Receipting System (JRS), Superior Court Information System (SCOMIS), Juvenile and Corrections System
(JCS), Appellate Court System (ACORDS), JIS Calendaring (CAPS), e-Ticketing and web services, and
applications. The infrastructure team in ISD supports the servers (hardware and operating systems) that run
all the necessary software applications. Although existing user systems are dated, the systems they run on are
current and state of the art. Having a state of the art infrastructure and a team dedicated to maintaining it
ensures that the courts and partners throughout Washington State have access to the JIS systems, the data is
secure and that downtime for system users is minimized.

Activities Completed this Reporting Period
v' September 2010 Disaster Recovery Test
completed

v" New security system server implemented.
Rolled up as production server. Backed up
and restore plan implemented

Activities Planned for Next Reporting Period

°  Continue the review of September 2010
Disaster Recovery test and start the
planning of the March 2011 Disaster
Recovery test.

°  Continue the Proof of Concept for virtual
desktops

° Implement Wireless Meeting password
system.

e This graph shows the JIS daily transactions
since 1994. The transactions have gone
from about 200,000 transactions a day with
a response time in JIS of over 3 seconds to
over 1.2 million transactions a day while the
response time has decreased to under .25
seconds. This demonstrates how the
infrastructure team has been able to
increase the volume on JIS but decrease
the wait time for transactions for JIS users.
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Impact/Value

The test was extremely successful with all JIS
production systems fully restored in Scottsdale Arizona;
a new location for us.

Now AOC is able to administer and maintain the security
server at the Olympia AOC location.

Impact/Value

Ensures that the entire JIS systems and all data stored
by the AOC is prepared for any disasters with minimal
downtime

Virtual Desktops have the potential of increasing the
lifespan of the desktops delivered to staff.

This will allow people attending meetings at a AOC
location to access the wireless system to use a single
password assigned for the day rather than everyone
using a unique one
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Operational Area: Data Management
Jennifer Creighton, Data Management Manager

Includes: Database Unit, Development Unit, Data Warehouse Unit

Description: The Data Management Section is comprised of three separate units:

Data Warehouse: The enterprise data warehouse is a repository of historical information that allows courts to
query data for managerial and historical reporting. Case and person data is consolidated from SCOMIS, JIS,
ACORDS, and JCS for reporting across all court levels. Court specific data marts provide users the ability to
query information by specific court level. The information in the warehouse is accessed using a query tool
called Business Objects XI (AKA BOXI). The ability to run queries and reports on historical information on court
data provides business intelligence and insight into patterns, trends, issues and gaps in that data that can be
used for research analysis, improvement of business functions, risk assessment and other business needs.
Reports from the enterprise data warehouse can be run on demand or scheduled on a preset basis and the
output can be sent to the desktop, or sent to an email address or a file folder making the information easy to
share and obtain.

Development Unit: The development team is tasked with staffing active projects. They complete requirements
analysis, coding, unit testing, and implementation to production of new applications. Work performed by the
Development Unit is reported separately under the project(s) to which the staff is currently assigned.
Database Unit: The database unit provides a support role to the data warehouse team, the development team,
and the operations section (legacy maintenance). They are responsible for designing the underlying table
structures, creating indices to improve performance, maintaining data dictionaries, providing review of
proposed changes and additions to the database tables, and creating standards for the creation and
maintenance of the databases.

Activities Completed this Reporting Impact/Value
Period
Data Warehouse Unit This will allow superior courts to run all case management
v' Prepared superior court case reports on demand, as well as giving them the ability to
management reports for release at the manipulate the data and to add additional information
end of September. pertinent to their courts.
v" Prepared the Court Profile report for Previously, courts had to submit an e-service request to
release at the end of September. have the report run. Turn-around time varied depending

on availability of resources. Release Court Profile on the
warehouse will allow the courts to run the report on
demand at any time.
v" Updated the juvenile data mart to support = This will assist courts in maintaining proper flow of cases
creation of pending caseload reports for and ensuring they are closed in a timely manner.
juvenile departments.

v" Implemented a new JCS referral code. This code supports more efficient creation of the Juveniles
with Deferred Dispositions Report, a report which supports
the legislative mandate to seal juvenile records once the
respondent has reached the age of 18 and has no
outstanding criminal activity.

v' Performed maintenance on the CLJ data | These changes will help improve the response time of

mart to simplify the underlying structure. queries accessing the CLJ information.

v At the courts request, added additional This was the internal change required before updating the
parking citation information to the data user interface which will be completed next month.
warehouse load.

v' Completed tuning of the public data Due to increasing the information provided in the PDW to
warehouse (PDW) to maintain the time it support judgment cases, the load time was beginning to
takes to load the information. exceed the allotted window. This tuning keeps the load

time within the window so that the information provided on
the public website remains current within two hours.
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Database Unit

v" Completed indexing of the CLJ docket
table to speed the generation of e-
ticketing reports.

Completed data dictionary entries for 63 code
tables.

v" Prepared materials for discussion
regarding the hardware to be used for the
Master Data Management (MDM)
initiative.

Activities Planned for Next Reporting
Period

Data Warehouse Unit

°  Conduct meeting among court accounting

experts to refine the request to add
accounting information to the warehouse.

Release superior court caseload reports
to production as described above.

°  Continue testing latest updates to the
Business Obijects software.

Continue working on building Supreme
Court and Court of Appeals annual
caseload reports.

Continue creation of Courts of Limited
Jurisdiction annual caseload trend
reports.

Tuning of data marts and user interfaces
to continually improve response time.
Database Unit

°  Continue preparation for master data
management initiative.

Support data warehouse and operations
staff as necessary.
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Improved the speed of generating e-ticket reports.

The updated data dictionary will help development and
operational staffs use the tables correctly and efficiently.

This included calculations regarding total cost of
ownership and a comparison of options offered by various
providers. These materials will assist ISD in choosing the
most cost effective solution to meet the needs of the
initiative.

Impact/Value

Prepare updated analysis and estimate based on new
input

Complete testing on and then release the appellate
quarterly time in process report to production.

This update will allow users to invoke new features such
as the ability to use the output from one query as the input
to a second or to import an Excel or other file to use as
input to a query.
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Operational Area: Operations
Bill Cogswell, Operations Manager

Includes: All application units; Web team, Java team, Legacy team, Juvenile & Corrections System team, also includes

Service Delivery, Portfolio Management and IT Governance

Description:

AOC ISD Operations teams support new projects and the ongoing maintenance of legacy

systems including the Judicial Information System (JIS) application, the Judicial Receipting System (JRS),
Superior Court Information System (SCOMIS), Juvenile and Corrections System (JCS), Appellate Court
System (ACORDS), JIS Calendaring (CAPS), e-Ticketing and web services.

Activities Completed this Reporting Period
° Legacy team continued work on JIS

Application programming efforts for changes
mandated by ESHB 2464 Vehicles in
Emergency Zones, effective 01/01/2011.
Domestic Order program improvements:
Court will now see on the Individual Case
History and Defendant Case History screens if
there is any active DV order on the case.

V' Corrected an error in the JIS Parking
subsystem so that it will correctly select
eligible cases and submit them to DOL to
request a hold be placed on the vehicle’s
registration

Java group completed phase 1 of eTicketing
Stabilization project;

Java group released new version of JABS;

Java group released new version of ACORDS

Web Team made Court of Appeals Division 3
court briefs available on the website

Web Team revamped the Education section
of the Extranet.

< =2 22 <2 =

Web Team improved performance of
eTicketing reports.

Web Team updated all yearly Local Court
Rules.

Legacy team to complete JRS upgrade to
Superior Courts

Juvenile and Corrections System (JCS) team
released new version of JCS application.

< 22 <2 =

v JCS Team installed a new version of the Law
Table maintenance utility
V' Worked on 121 RightNow tickets

Service Delivery & IT Governance

°  Service Delivery and Web Team IT
Governance website Improvements

°  Service Delivery worked with Business
Liaisons to establish AOC Court-Level User
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Impact/Value
Legislative mandate due 1/1/2011

New status lets the court know whether there is an
order on the case and what the status of that order is.
It previously only showed the status of the most recent
order which could be misleading. Provides additional
information to court to improve decision making.
Improves accuracy of parking information sent to
Department of Licensing

Significant improvements in performance and capacity
noted

Improved performance of image retrieval, fixed known
errors and improved application security

Resolved four known errors to improve customer
satisfaction

Provided information to stakeholders

The new look should improve access to class
information. Additionally, new processes have been
added that allow AOC staff to manage the vast
majority of the Education pages without assistance
from the web team.

Improved performance for customers

Information sharing with stakeholders

Implements update to accounting software

The new version includes the ability to specify time
spans for disposition conditions (curfew tracking
feature)

Improved maintenance feature extended to customers

Customer service though incident resolution

Advancing the new governance effort

Advancing the new governance effort
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Groups

°  Web team added JISC Sub-committees to
Endorsing groups

° IT Governance successfully processed 21 IT
requests through the governance process.

Activities Planned for Next Reporting Period

°  Operations to participate in September
Disaster Recovery exercise
° Javateam ACORDS release

° Javateam continued work on eTicketing
stabilization

°  Web Team will test updates for application
and database software.

°  The Web Team will release next installment of
the IT Governance Portal, “AOC Analysis
Completion” and “Endorsement Confirmation.

° Javateam expects to have testing and
validation ready for eTicketing RMS project

Service Delivery & IT Governance

°  Service Delivery and Web Team IT
Governance website improvements

°  Complete table top exercise on IT
Governance with JIS Committee

°  Continue to process IT requests through the
IT Governance process
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Advancing the new governance effort
The new governance system provides accountability,

transparency and inclusion of the customer groups for
IT decision making.

Impact/Value

Ensures business continuity in case of emergency
Customer improvements and resolution of known
errors

Customer improvements and expansion of capacity
Work authorized by the JISC as an outcome of the
Case Search Workgroup

Improvements to displays have also been
incorporated in this release.

RMS is an initiative that will benefit law enforcement
agencies

Advancing the new governance effort
Advancing the new governance effort

Advancing the new governance effort
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Operational Area: Standards & Policies:
Jody Graham, Standards & Policies Manager

Includes: Project Management Office Coordination, Quality Assurance and Test Group, Standards and Training, Resource
Coordination, and projects.

Description: Standards & Policies (S&P) is a group within ISD that is directed to enable best practices and
promote adherence to standards and measurements for sustained success. To support this mission, all areas
of S&P work to increase the Washington State Court Business value derived from Information Technology (IT)
projects, and enhances AOC capabilities in managing IT projects. These S&P services are provided in the
Project Management Office, the Transformation Roadmap Initiatives, Resource Coordination, Standards &
Training, Quality Assurance and Testing.

Activities Completed this Reporting Period | Impact/Value

Quality Assurance and Test Group
°  The Quality Assurance team completed drafts These work orders outline the expectations and activities for
of the work orders for Capability Maturity Model | each function.
and Software Quality Assurance

°  The new Software Quality Assurance The SharePoint site will provide one place where all test team
SharePoint web site has been developed and is | project information can be shared easily. Additionally it provides
in final review. understanding, accountability and efficiencies while providing

standards and best practices in software quality assurance.
°  The test team completed testing on the
following projects
e ETP phase one

e Accords build release 71.3 Testing increases reliability, identifies potential problems and
e  Sector Version 1.9.7.3 improves service delivery.
e JCS build 118
e Three new BOXI reports
Activities Planned Next Reporting Period Impact/Value
Quality Assurance and Test Group
°  Software Quality Assurance And Capability These work orders outline the expectations and activities for
Maturity Model work orders signed off each function
°  The Quality Assurance team completed drafts These initiation documents define the work to be completed
of the Software Quality Assurance (SQA) implementing SQA in ISD

Project Charter DED, Project Charter, Work
Plan and Schedule

°  The test team completed testing on the Testing increases reliability, identifies potential problems and
following projects improves service delivery.

e ITG Portal Phase Il
e BOXI Alert report

°  The test team is currently testing the following
projects and enhancements

VRV

SCDX

E-Citation Phase I

SCMFS

VRV Performance testing

JRS/JIS Batching Receipting of Credit

Cards

SMC upload process

ESHB 2464 Emergency Zone Leg

Request

eTrip RMS

JRS Windows 7 compatibility testing

JCS Build 120

Sector Build 1.9.7.4
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Operational Area: Standards & Policies

Maintenance Project: Parking Module Enhancement —VRV Data Services

Executive Sponsor IT Project Manager:

Data Management Steering Committee Kathy Wyer

Rich Johnson, Chair of Committee

Business Area Manager Consultant/Contracting Firm:
Jody Graham, Standards & Policies Manager CodeSmart

Description: Vehicle Related Violations (VRV) was designed to automate the input and submittal of parking
violations as received by local courts through local enforcement agencies (LEAs). The VRV website provides a
service for jurisdictions to get access to the technical information and data needed for them to setup and build
data exchanges for use on the jurisdictions side. The AOC has successfully implemented VRV DX solution with
Everett Municipal Court and is now preparing to execute the final two planning steps required before making
VRV broadly available statewide. The focus of this engagement between CodeSmart Inc. and AOC is to enable
VRV Operational Readiness inclusive of performance tuning, infrastructure setup, and transition to ISD
Operations for ongoing support and maintenance.
Business Benefit: The VRV Operational Readiness Project will prepare a solution for extended pilot use
and eventual state wide implementation. The ongoing work will improve performance for the VRV pilot
application with the goal of handling anticipated workload and transaction capacity, perform infrastructure
cleanup and ensure optimal environment configuration for ongoing support and maintenance. The Customer
Website for Data Services is ready for the extended pilot.
Organizational

Business Capability AOC Sponsored Court Sponsored L&grs]:ja;t\ée
Drivers Improvement
X
Current Status
Scope Schedule Budget

September —75%

Project Progress R

Project Start Date: March 2010 Current Scheduled Completion Date: November 2010.
Activities Completed this Reporting Period Impact/Value
v" Work continued on setting up the Required to validate the ability to withstand impact of
Performance Benchmark Testing Environment | increased volume.
Activities Planned Next Reporting Period Impact/Value
°  Continue work on System Optimization Tasks | Improve system functions
°  Continue work on the Performance Required to validate the ability to withstand impact of
Benchmark Testing Environment increased volume.
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Operational Area: Standards & Policies

Maintenance Project: Parking Module Enhancement Approved Projects: e-Ticketing

Stabilization

Executive Sponsor

Vonnie Diseth, CIO

Business Area Manager

Jody Graham, Standards & Policies Manager

Description:

IT Project Manager:

Kathy Wyer
Consultant/Contracting Firm:
CodeSmart

E-Ticketing is a Statewide Electronic Collision & Ticket Online Records (SECTOR) data-

collection system that provides Law Enforcement Officers with the ability to create and submit tickets & collision
reports electronically from their patrol car or other agency computer. SECTOR provides an automated, fully
electronic process in place of current paper-based processes for issuing tickets and collision reports. This
effort, supported by the eTRIP Governance Committee and program endorsers, is a joint venture of the
Department of Information Services (DIS), Washington State Patrol (WSP), Administrative Office of the Courts
(AOC), Washington Traffic Safety Commission (WTSC), the Department of Licensing (DOL) and the
Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT).

Business Benefit: E-Ticketing will decrease the amount of paper and manual processes needed while

increasing efficiencies and access to data.

. Organizational Court Legislative
Business Capability Improvement AOC Sponsored Sponsored Mandate
Drivers

X
JISC Approved Allocated Actual (thru August 31*, 2010)
Budget $ 225,000 $3,228
Current Status
Scope Schedule Budget
o o o

Project Progress

Project Start Date: March 2010

Activities Completed this Reporting Period

v" Continued work on developing testing
scenarios.

v Continued work on performance testing
Phase 2 work

Activities Planned Next Reporting Period

°  Continue work on developing testing
scenarios

ISD Monthly Status Report for JISC — September 2010

September -75%
100%

Current Scheduled Completion Date: November 2010

Impact/Value

Testing scenarios are used to prevent overload of
inbound and outbound messages.

Performance testing ensures that the project goals of
being able to meet the projected transaction volumes are
met.

Impact/Value

Testing scenarios are used to prevent overload of
inbound and outbound messages
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Operational Area: Standards & Policies

Adult Risk Assessment (ARA) Feasibility Workgroup

Executive Sponsors IT Facilitator:

-Superior Court Judges Association (SCJA) Martin Kravik

Judge Warning, President

-District & Municipal Court Judges Association (DMCJA)

Judge Brown, President

Business Area Manager Consultant/Contracting Firm:
Jody Graham, Standards & Policies Manager n/a

Description: The purpose of the Adult Static Risk Assessment Feasibility Workgroup is to provide an
analysis of the feasibility to implement an Adult Risk Assessment tool for statewide use. Superior Courts and
Courts of Limited Jurisdictions are interested in implementing a validated, actuarially based risk assessment
tool to provide trial courts standardized calculations of adult defendants’ risk to commit future violations.
Additionally, there is the possibility of developing, in partnership with the Department of Corrections, a broad-
based system that leverages the efforts of both agencies.

Business Benefit: An Adult Risk Assessment tool would allow judicial officers to receive an assessment
score for each defendant that represents a weighted evaluation of defendant attributes such as demographics,
criminal history, commitments, and supervision violations. This provides judges a streamlined, consistent, and
reliable representation of a defendant’s background during the pre-trial process to improve decision making.

] Organizational AOC Sponsored Court Legislative
Business Capability Improvement P Sponsored Mandate
Drivers

X
Current Status
Scope Schedule Budget
® o [

Current Status Notes: The Adult Risk Assessment was submitted and started prior to the IT Governance process being
in place. The current status of the ADA request in relation to the IT Governance process is that it is now in the Analysis
stage, Step 3. This request was initiated before the JISC had an IT Governance process in place. Since then, the request
has been input into the IT Governance request system and is making its way through the process similarly to any other IT
request. Since a Decision Package has already been submitted to the Legislature for this request, the approach for a
Feasibility Workgroup is both reasonable and prudent to gaining a better, more thorough, understanding of the request in
preparation for potential questions or action from either the Legislature (during their upcoming session) or from JISC.
Although this is not yet an "approved" JISC project, it still should be reported on and included in the JISC Monthly Report.
We are planning to use AOC internal resources (ISD and JSD staff time) on the assessment and not spend any JISC funds
on contracted resources.

September —n/a

Progress 100%
Start Date: TBD Current Scheduled Completion Date: TBD

Activities Completed this Reporting Period Impact/Value

v' A draft proposal to create a feasibility work group If approved, the feasibility work group will perform high-
was developed and advanced to ISD executive level modeling of both the business process and
leadership for consideration. automation process and use the models to examine
alternatives and costs.
Activities Planned Next Reporting Period Impact/Value

°  AOC leadership to review proposal and decide next
course of action.
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AOC MISSION

* To advance the efficient and effective operation
of the Washington State Judicial System”
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COURTS Information Services Division
Our Stakeholders
Primary County Clerks,
Stakeholders Court Administrators,

Judges (Judicial Officers).

Judicial Branch  Supreme Court,
Court of Appeals (COA) — 3 Divisions,
Superior Court — 39 Counties, 33 Juvenile Departments,
Courts of Limited Jurisdiction (CLJ) — 56 Districts, 129 Municipals,
AOC — Administrative Office of the Courts.

Government Department of Licensing (DOL),
Agencies Law Enforcement Agencies (WSP, DOC),
Social Services,
State Auditor’s Office.

Commercial Legal Offices, Insurance Companies, Property Management,
Businesses Claims Services,
Bail Bonds.

General Public Case Search
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ISD Organization

Standards & Architecture Infrastructure
Policies & Strategy

Data Mgmt
—_—

Operations CIO & Staff

Currently ~ 93 staff
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Information Services Division

Current ISD Organization

ISD Director

Desktop

Operations

Applications
Service
Delivery

Portfolio
Mgmt

Data

Standards &
Policies

Management
Data
Warehouse
Development

Project Mgmt
Office

Quality
Assurance

Standards

Architecture
& Strategy

Solutions
Mgmt

Enterprise
Architecture

Tactical to Strategic Focus moving left to right
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Proposed ISD Organization

ISD Director
Data and Architecture Associate
Development & Strategy Director

Apblications Data Project Solutions  Communication
PP Warehouse Mgmt Office Mgmt & Change Mgmt
lit
Architecture
Desktop Database Standards B BusuTess
Relations
Web i Service
Team Delivery
IS .~ Portfolio
Mgmt

Tactical to Strateqgic Focus moving left to right
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Staff Distribution

PMO, Standards

ClO, Managers and Policies
& Admin 17%
8%

16 FTEs

7 FTEs
Infrastructure Architect
299% rz ; ecture
27 FTEs and Strategy
11%
9 FTEs
Data
Management, .
. .. Operations
Application i
Maintenance
Development 275
13% 18 FTOE
12FTEs S
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Infrastructure

Dennis Longnecker, Manager

27 employees operate and support
equipment for AOC, Temple of Justice, and
Court of Appeals, along with the Judicial
Information System applications

Operate Data Center
Manage Disaster Recovery program

The group consists of the following units:
= Desktop
= Server

= Network
= DBA
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Operations
Bill Cogswell, Manager

21 employees service, maintain and support the
Judicial Information System applications.
Service Delivery and Portfolio Management is
also part of the Operations Group.

Operations _ _

* DISCIS <« ACORDS - eTicketing

« SCOMIS «CAPS

* JRS * JABS

«JCS * Web
Working on: « customer changes
* outages e error corrections (Defects)
* incidents * legislation

* customer support 3 deve|opment
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DISCIS

SCOMIS

ACORDS

JCS
JRS
JABS
Web

Applications

The District Courts Information System is used by District, Municipal,
and Superior courts.

The Superior Court Management Information System is used by the
Superior courts by other courts as their case management system. It
is referenced by other court levels in view-only mode.

The Appellate Court Records & Data Systems was released in 2002. It
is the case management system for the Supreme and Appellate
Courts.

Juvenile and Corrections System.
Judicial Receipting System (Superior Courts)

Judicial Access Browser System.

Intra and Internet applications.
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JIS Applications
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Operations
Teams

DISCIS, SCOMIS,
JRS

JCS,
Assessments

: ACORDS,
Service JABS,
Delivery CAPS,
eTicketing

Internet, intranet,
SharePoint, web
applications






% ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS

WASHINGTON

COURTS Information Services Division

How we Spend our Time

e 20% - 25 % Administration
e What varies by person?

PMO Assigned 15%
e Maintenance and Support

(Right Now Tickets)

e (Quality Control
(Proofing/testing/checking)

e

g
— e

ﬁxes, Known Errors,
_Codes, Legislative 20%

Quality Control 5% to
_ s
Incidents Maintenance e Known errors, fixes,

Support;’;/”es up to legislative, code updates
(0]

Administrative 20- ° quk on PMO sponsored
25% projects
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IT Governance

Three distinct bodies are responsible for IT governance for the court
communities:

Governing Body | Scope of Responsibility

Judicial Information Applies to all application and project support that impacts the JIS suite of
Systems Committee applications, including any use of data that is managed by the JIS applications.

(JISC)
AOC Leadership Team  Applies to AOC services and activities in support of the courts that do not impact
(ALT) the JIS suite of applications:

v ISD is the IT service provider for the internal Divisions within AOC as well as

the Supreme Court and Court of Appeals. ISD provides IT services to the Judicial
Services Division (JSD) that is responsible for Help Desk, Judicial Education,
Interpreter and Certified Guardian services among other functions; and the
Management Services Division (MSD) that is responsible for telephony, contracts,
budget services and other functions.

v ISD administers and supports the on-going operational infrastructure for the
AOC, Supreme Court and Court of Appeals.

Appellate Courts Applies to all application and project support requests that do not impact the JIS
(Supreme Court and suite of applications (i.e., ACCORDS).
Court of Appeals)
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Questions?

Vonnie Diseth, Information Services Division (ISD) Director
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC)

PO Box 41170

Olympia, WA 98504-1170

(360) 705-5236

vonnie.diseth@courts.wa.gov

Bill Cogswell, ISD Associate Director
Administrative Office of the Courts
PO Box 41170

Olympia, WA 98504-1170

(360) 704-4066
bill.cogswell@courts.wa.qov
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The new IT Governance framework was implemented in July 2010. Since July, requests have continued to be
initiatied and move through the stages of the governance process. As of this reporting period, all 14 Endorsing
Bodies and 4 Court Level User Groups (CLUG) have been established and these groups are meeting as needed to
review requests. The new governance process is working well and we are starting to see results as requests are
approved and implemented.

The chart below demonstrates the volume of requests currently in the IT Governance process for Sept-Oct

ITG Status Report

B Sep-10 m Oct-10

IT Requests Authorized or In-Progress of Authorization

Request ID: #002 — Superior Court Case Management System Feasibility Study

Description: Conduct feasibility study to examine COTS caseflow and calendaring systems, plus LINX, to
support potential acquisition and deployment of a system for the state’s Superior Courts.

CLUG: Superior Court (pilot) | Authorized By: JISC

Request ID: #004 — Change Meretricious Relationship Cause of Action Code and Case Type
Description: Create Committed Intimate Relationship cause of action code under case type 3 in SCOMIS
and remove Meretricious Relationship cause of action code under case type 2 to comply with Supreme
Court decision from 2007.

CLUG: Mandated | Authorized By: CIO

Request ID: #019 — Display Judgments (SCOMIS Case Type 9) as Part of Original Case

Description: Change the way SCOMIS case types 9s (judgments) are displayed on public case search by
making these cases appear as a link under the original case. This was part of the Public Case Search
Workgroup report adopted by the JISC.

CLUG: Superior Court | Authorized By: CIO

Sep-10 Oct-10
Awaiting Endorsement 3 2
In AOC Analysis: 19 15
Awaiting Endorsement Confirmation
Awaiting CLUG Recommendation
Awaiting Authorization
Authorized or In-progress
Completed

w o +r u
W N = 0
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WASHINGTON

COURTS L

Courts Home | Judicial Information System Search | Site Map | 2/ eService Center

What is Information Technology Governance (ITG)? IT Governance is the Received Requests
framework by which IT investment decisions are made, communicated and
overseen. What does that really mean; a true partnership between IT Governances Resources
Information Technology and the Court Community Business Partners. IT
Governance is successful when business processes and technology
processes work together by utilizing a set of procedures developed to
govern strategic outcomes. This is IT Governance.

« Delegation Matrix

o Filtering Criteria Checklist

e IT Governance Process Flow

e JISC Priorities Exclusions and Criteria
L ]

The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) is working with the Judicial Scoring Criteria Guide

Information System Committee (JISC) to deploy a governance method that
promotes:

« Transparency - Requiring ongoing communication on proposed
projects

e Open and Inclusive - Court Communities have a voice in choosing
what is most important for their communities and for the state of
Washington

¢ Business problems for the courts are reviewed holistically; how to
benefit the many rather than the few

o One streamlined process for requests with consistent rules

Courts | Organizations | News | Opinions | Rules | Forms | Directory | Library
Back to Top | Privacy and Disclaimer Notices

http://www.courts.wa. gov/jis/?fa=jis.itGovernance 10/19/2010
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COURTS

Courts Home | Judicial Information System
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Search | Site Map | 3) eService Center

Received Requests

ID Title
2 Superior Courts Case Management System
3 Imaging and Viewing of Court Documents

4 Change Meretricious Relationship Cause of Action Code and Case
Type
5 Email/Text Court Date Reminders

6 Court Interpreter Database

7 SCOMIS Field for CPG Number
8 Change to JIS Race Categories
9 Add Accounting Data to the Data Warehouse

10 Add VET Code

11 Add VET Code

12 Adult Risk Assessment

13 Identify Juveniles as Respondents in SCOMIS

14 Remove Archiving Requirement for Certain CLJ Records
15 Purge CLJ Probable Cause Hearings After 3 Years

16 Purge CLJ Criminal Felony Records after 3 Years

17 Purge Certain CLJ Traffic and Non-traffic Criminal Case Records after

10 Years
18 Add a Code for Victim of Identity Theft

19 Display Judgements (SCOMIS Case Type 9) as Part of the Original
Case

20 SECTOR Data to Local RMS

22 Total on "CAR" screen when it echoes back

23 For TPSC to make docket entry what the due date of payment is
24 Case Review Report - Enhanced Selection Criteria

25 seal criminal judgment records

26 Prioritize Restitution Recipients

27 SMC AOC Data Exchange

28 Parking and Vehicle Related Violations Case Management Solution
29 Enhance JIS Law Table Updates

30 Show reason for DUI dismissal on DCH screen

31 Combine True Name and Aliases for timepay

32 Batch enter attorney's to multiple cases

33 Autofill date for BDK screen

34 Need a create an e-mail button on acords event screen

35 Timepay Removal enhancement

36 A/P put on hold make docket entry

37 Comments line on Bench Warrants

38 Transfer code for judgment field

39 Prevent charges from being amended on CAR when FTA is Issued.
40 Case Review Report - Enhanced Selection Criteria and Reporting
41 Remove CLJ Archiving and Purge Certain Records

Status

Last Update

Awaiting CLUG Recommendation 09/23/2010

Awaiting Endorsement
Confirmation

Awaiting CLUG Recommendation

Awaiting Endorsement
Confirmation

Awaiting Endorsement
Confirmation

Awaiting Analysis
Awaiting Analysis
Awaiting Endorsement
Confirmation

Closed
Closed
Awaiting Analysis
Awaiting Analysis
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

Awaiting Analysis

Awaiting CLUG Recommendation

Awaiting Analysis

Awaiting CLUG Recommendation

Awaiting Analysis
Closed

Awaiting Analysis
Awaiting Analysis
Awaiting Endorsement
Awaiting Analysis
Awaiting Analysis
Awaiting Analysis

Awaiting CLUG Recommendation

Awaiting Endorsement
Confirmation

Awaiting Endorsement
Confirmation

Closed

Awaiting Analysis
Awaiting Analysis
Awaiting Analysis
Awaiting Analysis
Awaiting Analysis
Closed

Awaiting Analysis

Courts | Organizations | News | Opinions | Rules | Forms | Directory | Library

Back to Top | Privacy and Disclaimer Notices

http://www.courts.wa.gov/jis/?fa=jis.ITGRequests

09/09/2010
09/23/2010
09/09/2010
10/05/2010

10/04/2010
10/04/2010
09/09/2010

08/31/2010
08/13/2010
08/26/2010
08/20/2010
10/04/2010
10/04/2010
10/04/2010
10/04/2010

08/20/2010
09/23/2010

10/05/2010
09/27/2010
08/22/2010
09/29/2010
10/12/2010
08/23/2010

09/13/2010
10/04/2010
10/18/2010
10/07/2010
10/15/2010

10/15/2010

09/27/2010
09/29/2010
09/29/2010
09/29/2010
09/29/2010
09/30/2010
10/07/2010
10/04/2010

10/19/2010






JUDICIAL INFORMATION SYSTEM COMMITTEE (JISC)

October 01, 2010
9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.
Puget Sound Skills Center, SeaTac, WA

(Special Session)
Draft Meeting Minutes

Members Present: Guests Present:
Justice Mary Fairhurst, Chair Ms. Marti Maxwell
Mr. Larry Barker Ms. Barb Miner
Mr. Jeff Hall Mr. Kevin Stock
Judge James Heller Mr. Roland Thompson
Mr. William Holmes

Mr. N. F. Jackson (phone) Staff Present:

Mr. Rich Johnson (phone) Mr. Kevin Ammons
Judge Steven Rosen Ms. Vonnie Diseth
Ms. Siri Woods Mr. Bill Cogswell
Judge Thomas J. Wynne, Co-chair Ms. Vicky Marin

Ms. Heather Morford
Ms. Pam Payne

Members Absent: Ms. Deven Zipp

Ms. Linda Bell

Chief Robert Berg

Mr. Marc Lampson

Judge J. Robert Leach

Mr. Steward Menefee

Judge Michael Trickey

Ms. Yolande Williams

Call to Order
Justice Fairhurst called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. and introductions were made.

Superior Court Case Flow & Calendaring Feasibility Study

Ms. Vonnie Diseth presented an update on the activity that has taken place since the last JISC
meeting on August 18 around the Superior Court Case Flow & Calendaring Feasibility Study
project.

Since the JISC meeting on August 18, the project team has been formed, Deven Zipp is the project
manager and she is present with us today. Deven can be contacted via email at
deven.zipp@courts.wa.gov. We conducted vendor demonstrations internally for the AOC staff.
These are the same demonstrations put together for court staff last spring. The purpose was
simply to educate AOC staff with the knowledge of solutions in the market place, many of the same
ones you are seeing and having presented to you.

The outcome of the demonstrations and seeing the product tools was that the project team
identified some potential risks with the project scope, specifically who the participants are. On
September 1, the project team raised some of their concerns in a meeting with the project sponsor
group. The project sponsor group had a discussion on September 9" with Jeff Hall, Vonnie Diseth,
Judge Trickey, Judge Wynne, and Judge Warning to talk about what those concerns were. Some
of those concerns (the major ones) centered around the fact that the Clerks were not participating
in the feasibility study of the project. With the demonstration of all the tools that we saw, the
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functionality was very integrated in all of those tools; not really separated out by who specifically
was doing that function, but the functionality was just very integrated. As it turns out, at the same
time that the project team was meeting and talking about those issues and concerns, the same
concern was raised by the Superior Court Judges and the clerks. Then, as it turns out when we
talked with the selected vendor for the feasibility study, they told us they shared the same concern
as well. Everybody was coming to the same conclusion independently and at the same time.

During the discussion on September 9", an agreement was made that the judges would talk about
the concerns at their September 11th SCJA meeting. The outcome of the September 11™ meeting
of SCJA was that, they agreed that Judge Warning would attend the Clerks’ meeting scheduled for
September 23, and formally invite the clerks to participate on the project as an equal partner going
forward. That meeting took place on September 23rd and a response from the clerks has not yet
been reported.

In the meantime, over the course of September the project moved forward and we had scheduled
sessions with the Superior Court Judges and the Administrators to vet the requirements that we've
collected. We scheduled three separate meetings and | believe all of them have been completed.
Out of these sessions, came a discussion that we need some additional meetings to further vet
those requirements. | believe that's in the process of being set up and scheduled. While all this
was happening, we deferred final negotiations with the vendor, MTG (vendor selected). And we
talked with them and told them we had some issues that we were trying to work out internally
before we went into final contract negotiations with them, so they were aware of that. As of yet, we
have not finalized that agreement with them. We did talk about the schedule delay with the
Superior Court Judges when we brought up these issues that if the agreement is to bring the clerks
on board, that is going to delay and add some time to the project, of course, having to meet with
them and talk about their requirements and get all that vetted. So, at the time we were talking
about maybe a 60-90 day delay in the project to get the requirements involved in that.

Mr. Kevin Stock reported the clerks met with Judge Warning on the 23"™. During that meeting the
clerks were asked to participate as equal partners. The topic is on our agenda and we are going to
discuss it, but I don’t think we’re going to make a decision on Tuesday without having some more
information. We want to be involved — we feel that this is a very important decision, but there are
some things that would have to happen on our end to make it work.

We want to have the understanding that the judges and administrators are with us in this. We ask
that representation from the public and from the BAR association be included as stakeholders on a
new system. With the increased workloads, with the decreased funding that the clerk’s offices are
getting, the status quo on how we do our jobs now in SCOMIS is not going to work for us in three
to five years. We need to have a system that's going to be able to enhance our users’ ability to
interface with our work and help us do some of the work we’ve done. That's going to be a critical
piece of what's going to be requested from the clerks.

Ms. Siri Wood stated as a JISC rep, | will recommend that we join in, because | think we should be
involved in anything that goes forward. All parties involved need to understand that the clerks’
work is 3 or 4 times as complex as what the requirements of this project is right now. | think the
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judges may want to look at what they want to do if we say; it's going to push it out further than the
90 days.

Justice Fairhurst answered the question of; is the initial target date of July 2011, still the target
date? That was a date that was initially stated the Superior Court Judges, to say we want
something and we want it in the near future. The date has been a careful consideration as we have
been working on this, but | don’t think even initially it was that realistic. | think it was more a
message that this isn’'t a long term project; this is a current need and we need to have results
sooner rather than later because we can’t wait anymore. Do you agree with that Tom?

Judge Wynne, | would agree with that, and in talking to some of the Board members, | think the
July 1st date came from two things. One, the frustration Justice Fairhurst just mentioned with not
having anything to aid in case management for the last 15 years, that's been promised. And
second, the realization that this has to be something that is really off the shelf. And that the judges
didn’t want to get into a building program of building a system. But, the judges realized that
bringing the clerks in will mean a delay, and none of the judges really understood the impact of the
request that was being made to begin with. Nobody really understood that they weren’t really
including the clerks to begin with.

Ms. Vonnie Diseth continued, what we want to get out of the feasibility study from the vendor is
their recommendation on what is a reasonable scope and reasonable schedule and when would
we be able to get it done.

Mr. William Holmes stated — Not knowing what the functionality is that we're discussing, the
Juvenile divisions of the Superior Courts serve the superior court administrators, the judges, and to
have clerks embedded in some cases in some departments so juvenile courts have some
functions that are tied with what happened in the clerk’s office, so I'm concerned that there may be
a need to have a juvenile court administrator as part of this continuing discussion, as well.

Justice Fairhurst pointed out that the point William makes is a good one and whether it is as a co-
sponsor or just as an involved stakeholder, it is something we should keep in mind. Itis my
understanding the ISD staff have spent time working on the requirements that have been collected
in the past. So, we are not starting at ground zero.

Ms. Siri Woods stated the requirements that were written 4 or 5 years ago are really different than
the way we’re interacting now electronically with the public and the BAR association and we want
to catch that.

Justice Fairhurst stated that based on her discussion with Vonnie the initial thought is that there
would be two clerks, a judge, a court administrator, and Jeff Hall from AOC for the Executive
Sponsor Committee for the project, but recognizing we might need juvenile, public, and BAR
association. I'm not sure and | will leave it to the group to discuss internally and offline how that
gets involved. But | don’t want the group to be too large to keep it from moving forward, but | want
those voices to be heard. So, whether the court administrator is invested with representing that or
whether you have sort of expert source people who are providing that information so it's being
considered and implemented. But | think those are important points.
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Ms. Vonnie Diseth confirmed that a draft of the Executive Sponsor Committee was sent to the
JISC members and that this was just an initial draft that the project team put together. Sierra
Systems and Ernst & Young both identified having an Executive Sponsor Committee as a best
practice for the project teams, especially for projects of this size and complexity. The Executive
Sponsor Committee would work very closely with the project team and act as a body to go to in
order to resolve issues, answer questions and help set direction. The draft that was sent is not
final, please take a look at it and if there are comments they can be sent to Deven Zipp, the project
manager.

Mr. N.F. Jackson requested that a copy of the draft be sent in an editable format for ease of
providing comments.

Ms. Vonnie Diseth confirmed that the draft of the charter would be sent in a Word document.

Ms. Diseth stated that the initial 5 voting members of the Executive Sponsor Committee were
recommended after a lot of time and thought was put into the draft of the Charter. We were trying
to be very sensitive about the makeup of the committee, making sure it was balanced with fair
representation so it wasn’t thrown together lightly. We do encourage your input if you have
concerns.

Judge Heller observed that as a limited jurisdiction court representative, that a non-voting member
from the CLJ community might make sense to add as even though this project started out as a
case management thing, it sounds like it might grow bigger and because | suspect this would
become a hand-me-down system for us to replace DISCIS at some time in the future.

Ms. Vonnie Diseth stated that for the record, | would like to say that our project team will work with
Kevin Stock to see what the clerk’s needs are for their Tuesday Clerk’s Association meeting and to
see if we can provide something that will help with their discussion.

IT Governance Project Prioritization Tabletop Exercise

Mr. Bill Cogswell explained to the JISC members the rules and objectives of the IT Governance
tabletop exercise. For the first part of the exercise, the participants were divided into two groups
and given a set of mock IT requests to review and prioritize amongst their teams. For the second
part of the exercise the teams were given additional IT requests to review and prioritize and then
were asked to schedule those projects on a schedule board using a specific amount of resources
and money. Throughout the exercise, the teams discussed the request contents, the guidelines
and scoring worksheets used to review the requests, the JISC Priorities and Guidelines and the
process the JISC will use to determine prioritization. The following recommendations, questions
and preliminary decisions were discussed.

Recommendations and Observations

Fund and Resource Allocations:

¢ Over time we might want to cut into Jeff/\Vonnie’'s discretionary funds. It might make sense
to budget amounts of money into accounts for Jeff/\Vonnie and the JISC.
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It's very important to monitor resources for mandates and get a forecast of time spent on
legislative changes and consider ISD costs and what is JIS funds, in-house funds,
contractor funds and bodies. ISD will also need to self-police with people on their tasks and
resource management.

Request Review Cycle:

If CLUG’s rank H/M/L and within that they have their priorities, than as JISC we only
consider the highs. If we go to an annual process, it's a 1-2 day meeting and then just
monitoring what the levels below JISC are doing throughout the rest of the year. It may be
that JISC is getting things throughout the year but only deciding upon them once a year.

Additional Intake Information:

It may be beneficial to have more details than less on the pros and cons included with each
request if the request is not unanimous.

There was some interest in having additional information on “cost savings” included with
the request. Particularly who would benefit or receive the cost savings if the request was
implemented.

An additional box should be included on the request when the request is initiated for the
requestor to indicate what other courts or groups may have an interest in this request.
Add a box to the request form that asks who this request “serves™; the courts, the public,
other agencies, other

Include an additional information box on the request to indicate whether this request
requires an exception to the JISC principles, EA Standards, change in court rule etc.
Add a box to the request that identifies if the request follows all statutes and court rules
(would this mean that we need to have legal review for all requests?

Recommendation to add to the initiate form a list of questions that the requestor should be
able to answer before submitting a request.

Additional Guidance Information:

Other:

Additional clarification was requested on the definitions for the Delegation Matrix specific to
what constitutes an enhancement.

Add an “other” to the JISC Priorities & Guidelines boxes to allow the CLUG level to define
another important “principle or guideline” that may not be identified in the JISC Principles &
Guidelines.

Regarding the JISC Priorities & Guidelines, the “Quantify Value” seems like it should lead
to a formula and if it does, can AOC surface this formula to the JISC and Governance
process for decision making.

Add a box to the request that asks about the political environment in relation to the request
(Is there something going on that we should know about or can leverage)

Preliminary Questions & Decisions

The members present at the Special October 1% session agreed that the intent of the
Delegation Matrix was to give Jeff/Vonnie the final decision at their level of delegation and
that the JISC would not overturn their decisions.
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e Judge Heller would like to present for consideration a change to the JISC Priorities &
Guidelines which would include “considering emerging technology”, specifically
acknowledging that there has been an increase in the public’s access to the internet and
emerging technology and we should consider that.

o If the request is not in the current functions of what AOC provides in its portfolio and it falls
into the Delegation Matrix for Jeff/Vonnie to decide upon, should Jeff/\Vonnie have the
authority to act when it's a request that changes the portfolio or should it instead be sent
back to the JISC to decide upon?

¢ Should money be set aside specific to the Appellate budget to work on support for the
Appellate Courts?

o The members present agreed that there should be no re-prioritization in short term. Once
its underway its set, there has to be a catastrophic reason to change direction on a request.
Next Meeting

The next regular JISC meeting will be October 27, 2010, at the AOC SeaTac facility; from 9:00
a.m.—12:00 p.m.

Adjournment

Being out of time the meeting was adjourned at 12:00 p.m.






Policy Questions for JISC Decision re IT Governance Requests

1. Does the JISC want to set a policy to designate a certain proportion of resources
and funds for smaller projects (authorized by AOC/CIO)?

2. On what cycle does JISC want to review requests — annually, quarterly or as they
come in?

3. Does the JISC need to consider smaller change requests on a different cycle
from larger strategic investment decisions?

4. At what point will the JISC choose not to re-prioritize the existing projects priority
list for new projects coming in—after work has started on a project?

5. Does the JISC want to limit its review to requests that a CLUG ranks medium or
low priority?

6. What additional information does the JISC need in order to make decisions?
Possible information:

e Potential cost savings as well as cost on each request, and cost savings
to whom—state or local?

e What are the potential non-technology costs—court staff, judges’ time

e Does the request require a change in law, court rule, or an exception to
JISC principles or approved Enterprise Architecture?

e Number of each type of resource available — to prioritize projects
accordingly

e Amount of funds remaining for the year






ITG Request #031

SPECIFICS DESCRIPTION
Title Combine True Names and Aliases for Time Pay

Description  This request would enable court staff at all courts of
limited jurisdiction to create a single time pay
agreement for individuals with cases under both true
names and any known aliases. Court staff would
save time by being able to combine accounts
receivable from multiple cases into one time pay
agreement. Individuals with multiple accounts
receivable would be able to make a single payment.

CLUG Courts Limited Jurisdiction
CLUG Vote  Unanimous Yes CLUG Score (if 23 out of 50
available)

CLUG 1 (Only request considered by the CLJ CLUG thus far)

Priority
ANALYSIS RESULT

AOC Hours 940 hours ($66,740)

(Equivalent Cost)

Contractor Costs None

Estimated 6 months

Minimum Project

Duration

Type of Resources Legacy Type of Internal
(JIS) Resources

Total Estimated 940 hours ($66,740)

Cost

DELEGATION MATRIX RESULT
Send  JISC (AOC Administrator delegated authority limited to
to: $50,000)
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ACOURTS

Combine True Name and Aliases for timepay :

Request Detail

Requestor Name:
Vance, Aimee R
Origination Date:
09/21/2010
Requestor Email:
avance(@ci.kirkland.wa.us
Requestor Phone:
425-587-3163

Recommended Endorser:

District and Municipal Court
Management Assaciation

Request Status: Awaiting CLUG Recommendation
Request Type: Change or Enhancement

Which Systems are affected? Judicial Information System (JIS)
Other affected Systems / Business Processes

Business Area: Accounting

Communities Impacted: County Clerks

Superior Court Administrators
CLJ Managers

Impact if not Resolved: Medium
Impact Description:

A person could be set up on two different timepay agreements and required to make 2 payments in one
month rather than a consolidated payment.

What is the Business Problem or Opportunity

This is unresolved change requests #33 and #164

#33 - Courts want a function to combine all ARs for a true name and aliases to put on timepay.

#164 - Court has requested that cases attached to a person's AKA as well as true name be available on TPSE.

Expected Benefit:

The court user would be able to see all ARs for the person and set up one timepay for the individual regardless of the name the case was filed

under.
Any Additional Information:

Endorsement Detail

Endorsing Committee

District and Municipal Court
Management Association

Endorser Name:
Vance, Aimee R
Origination Date:
09/21/2010
Endorser Email:
avance@ci.kirkland.wa.us
Endorser Phone:
425-587-3163

AOC Analysis Detail

Analysis Date: 09/30/2010
Request Rationale
Aligns with JIS  Yes
Business

Priorities, IT

Strategies &

Plans:

Aligns with Yes
applicable

policies and with

ISD Standards:

Breadth of Wide
Solution Benefit:

Cost Estimates

Cost Benefit No
Analysis

Complete?

Cost to 940 hours
Implement?

Request ID: 31

Endorsing Action: Endorsed
Endorser's Explanation and Comments
This request was discussed by the Endorsement Group at a previous meeting.

Key Business Objectives:

This request seeks to enable all Accounts Receivables for a true name
and associated aliases to be combined on the TPSE screen. This change
will only affect the CLJs.

Benefits and Business Value:

This change will allow court personnel to see all accounts receivable for a person
and set up a single Time Pay for the individual no matter which name the case
was filed under. Currently the courts have to set up a Time Pay agreement for
each name which can result in an individual having to make two payments ina
month rather than a single, combined payment.

AOC Analysis - Proposed Solution

The solution that the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) proposes will
allow courts to combine Accounts Receivable (AR) for a true name and aliases

Page 1 of 2 -
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OP:SI::L‘-; t;:::rl:‘; into a single Time Pay agreement. This enhancement will function in the same
Projected — way that the system currently allows courts to combine multiple ARs for a true
Maintenance name into a single Time Pay.
cost?

Analysis - d h
Feasibility Study No AQC Analysis - Proposed Approac
hestieds AOC proposes to provide the ability to combine ARs from aliases into the true

Court Level User Group

name to crea! ingle Time Pay. When a tru i i
6 it TRl e ARs to create a sing y e name has associated aliases,

court staff will be given an opportunity to select which ARs associated with the
aliases will be combined into a single Time Pay. This request would impact
screens: TPSC, TPSE, and RCP. In addition, Time Pay statements and Time Pay
reports would also be affected. AOC anticipates a change to the data schema and
a probable data conversion as part of this effort.

Additional Systems Affected

Addtional Court Communities Affected

ACOC Analysis Attachments
ITG Request 031 - Combine True Names apd Aliases for Timepav docx

Ceonfirmation of Endérsing Action Detail

Endorsing Committee Endorsing Action: Endorsed
District and Municipal Court Endorser's Explanation and Comments
Management Assaciation

Endorser Name:
Vance, Aimee R
Origination Date:
10/07/2010
Endorser Email:
avance@ci.kirkland wa.us
Endorser Phone:
425-587-3163

Request [D: 31
Page 2 of 2





Analysis of IT Governance Request #031
Combine True Name and Aliases for Time Pay

Summary of Proposed Solution:

The solution that the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) proposes will allow courts to
combine Accounts Receivable (AR) for a true name and aliases into a single Time Pay
agreement. This enhancement will function in the same way that the system currently allows
courts to combine multiple ARs for a true name into a single Time Pay.

Sizing:

The following estimate is based upon the best available information and does not include cost or
effort estimates for on-going maintenance of the enhancement. This analysis was approved by
AOC's Operations Control Board on September 30", 2010.

This enhancement would be accomplished by AOC’s internal resources. The systems
affected by the change would be: JIS.

AOC estimates that this project would take 6 months to complete. This is an estimate of
the duration of the project from the date work would begin on the project until final
implementation.

Group Hours Tasks

Court Education 60 Update documentation, help desk.

Business Analysis 40 Requirements development.

Architecture 0

Maintenance (JIS) 700 Data design, data conversion, coding, and unit
testing.

Data Warehouse 0

Quality Assurance 240 Testing and validation.

Project Management 0

Total 940 hours

ISD staff costs average $76 per hour. Contractor staff generally costs $120 - $150 per hour.

Request: :
This request seeks to enable all Accounts Receivables for a true name and associated aliases
to be combined on the TPSE screen.

Business Impacts:

This change will allow court personnel to see all accounts receivable for a person and set up a
single Time Pay for the individual no matter which name the case was filed under. Currently the
courts have to set up a Time Pay agreement for each name which can result in an individual
having to make two payments in a month rather than a single, combined payment.

Proposed Solution:

AOC proposes to provide the ability to combine ARs from aliases into the true name ARs to
create a single Time Pay. When a true name has associated aliases, court staff will be given an
opportunity to select which ARs associated with the aliases will be combined into a single Time
Pay. This request would impact screens: TPSC, TPSE, and RCP. In addition, Time Pay
statements and Time Pay reports would also be affected. AOC anticipates a change to the data
schema and a probable data conversion as part of this effort.

1of 2






Assumptions:

Risks:

1

—_

If this request and the IT Governance Request #26 - Pricritize Restitution Recipients
requests are both approved, they should be scheduled at the same time as some
requirements may be contradictory and must be harmonized.

Once this request is approved, the technical team will identify specific changes to the
schema. Depending upon the specific solution selected. some hours may be
required from the Data Warehouse.

Several known errors exist for Time Pay and these may impact this request.
Time Pay is a complex process and this request could be more difficult than
anticipated due to this factor.

2 of 2





Administrative Office of the Courts
JIS IT Governance Request

IT GOVERNANCE REQUEST DECISION

Recommend Decision (4™ step) From Court Level User Group (CLUG)

| Court Level User Group | Courts of Limited Jurisdiction

Chair of Group Cynthia Marr

IT Request - #31, Combine True Name and Aliases for Time Pay

Date of Decision - October 7, 2010

Decision to v’ Approve (unanimously)
Recommend for | O Decline (unanimously)
Approval O Split Vote: moves forward to JISC with pros & cons

Prioritization of Request #1

Impact

i . Complexity/ Request
o \Blzlsl::ess Efi:?:;tve Cost | Level of Risk ﬁ;"fg gfo. = Total
Scoring of (1:10) (1-10) Y | (1-5) | Effort (1-5) (1_5") N o;h?n g | Score
Request (1-10) | (15) (0-50)
39 5 3 6 25 13 0 23

Pros & Cons (i
vote is not unanimous)

Additional Statements (attachments from ¥' No = additional statements/attachments

other groups in support or additional information that

should go to the JISC for consideration) O Yes = additional statements/attachments

Note: Request is currently priority number one because there are
no other requests before the CLJ CLUG at this time.

Additional
Notes If both this request and Request #26 (Prioritize Restitution
Receipts) are approved, the CLJ CLUG would ask that the two
requests be combined, as recommended in the AOC analysis.






Administrative Office of the Courts
JIS IT Governance Request

IT GOVERNANCE IT REQUEST DECISIONS

Courts of Limited Jurisdiction Level Priority List

Priority | Request # Title Date
Approved
31 Combine True Name and Aliases for Time Pay 10/7/10
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Washington State Administrative Office of the Courts IT Governance Initiative
Information Services Division

JISC Guidance on IT Governance Priorities, Exclusions

& Decision Criteria
Adopted at the June 25, 2010 JISC Meeting

Priorities: “What Matters”

The Judicial Information System Committee (JISC) has identified the following priorities to guade
decision-making on information technology (IT) requests.

»> Provide Infrastructure

Supply court communities and AOC with the necessary hardware, network and other
infrastructure needed to access JIS.

» Maintain Portfolio
Maintain existing portfolio of JIS applications, providing baseline” functionality.

» Integrate to Inform

Enable data, applications and information to be shared and combined in meaningful
and useful ways.

> Modernize Applications
Replace, enhance and otherwise modernize JIS applications.

Exclusions: “Requests not considered in the JIS IT

Governance Process”

As IT requests are reviewed and evaluated as part of the new IT Governance process, certain
types of requests will be excluded? from consideration:

» Data that does not need to be shared.

» Practices that are not common or shared.

' Defining “baseline functionality” has been defined as an action item from the May 19, 2010 JISC Work Session.

2 Exclusions may change due to the outcome of future discussion and decisions about centralization and decentralization.

@e  AOC-ISD Transformation Page 1 June 25, 2010





Washington State Administrative Office of the Courts IT Governance Initiative

Information Services Division

Criteria: “How to Choose”

JISC has identified the following high-level criteria to apply to IT requests. These criteria will be
applied when deciding between competing IT requests and to ensure requests align with the
priorities above. ' :

» Enhance Access - provide better access to data and better access to Justice by
facilitating the exchange of data between databases and systems and provide reporting
that informs court stakeholders statewide.

Characteristics

= Support all court levels statewide (Data Exchanges, Reporting, Data, Images,
e-Applications such as e-Filing, etc.)

» Improve Decision-making - provide business tools to ensure all JIS users (the
bench, clerks, administrators and others) are better able to make necessary and
informed decisions and adhere to authorizing statutes, rules, policies and principles.

Characteristics
« Address all judicial roles: Bench, Clerks, Administrators, users/others
= Provide person-based information
= Compliance with RCW, WAC, Access to Justice Principles, JISC Rules, efc.

+ Advance Performance — enable measurable improvements to business processes
provided by investments in automation of process and workflow. Qualitative
improvements result in enhanced trust and better outcomes in the Judicial process.

Characteristics
» Process improvements (e.g., automated process / workflow)
« Qualitative measures (e.g., outcomes, trust)
= Reduced complexity

» Quantify Value — measure impacts to overall Judicial process and user
communities, through calculations such as Return on Investment (ROI), Cost Benefit
Analysis (CBA), Total Cost of Ownership (TCO), etc.

Characteristics
» Quantifiable ROI, CBA, TCO, etc.
*  Reduced Risk

+ Adherence to JISC Standards - established technology and data standards
provide a consistent basis for making IT investment decisions and building a high-
functioning, robust and cohesive technology and applications portfolio.

Characteristics
=« Enterprise Architecture and Data standards, Buy/Build considerations, eftc.

vq " AOC-ISD Transformation Page 2 June 25, 2010





Washington State Administrative Office of the Courts IT Governance Initiative
Information Services Division

IT Governance Request Process — Recommend Step
“Scoring Criteria Guide”

Scoring ; e
Criteria Scoring Criteria Description and Scoring Guide
Business 0-10 Benefits to court client staff / users represented by return on investment, net present
Value 10=hiah value, cost avoidance, cost reduction metrics.
L 0 = low business value and unclear linkages to JISC priorities, business plan and IT
strategy
10 = high business value and strong linkages to JISC priorities, business plan and
IT strategy
Relative 0-10 Priority ranking from community of interest.
Priority 10=high 0 = relatively low priority in relation to other requests
10 = a relatively high priority in relation to other requests
Cost 0-5 Total cost of effort; available funding sources; total cost of ownership.
E=low 0 = requires additional funding or complex funding sources (e.g., appropriation,
grants, cross-agency funding)
5 = low cost factor — able to accomplish effort with existing or budgeted funding
sources
Complexity / 0-10 Total consumption and availability of resources and volume, throughput, type of
Level of Effort 10=] activity, degree of introduced change, previous/existing successes.
T 0 = requires additional resources/expertise not available within ISD capacity
10 = low complexity — able to accomplish effort with existing resources; aligns with
technology infrastructure and supports enterprise architecture standards
Risk 0-5 Acceptability of Risk level based on risk analyses, and ability to mitigate and/or
5=l manage risks (assess both likelihood and level of risk.)
R 0 = high impact level and likelihood of risk occurring
5 = low impact level and likelihood of risk occurring
Breadth of 0-5 Supportive of consistent experience across Judicial space, avoidance of adverse
Benefits / " consequences and function not previously provided, addressing incomplete
Impacts 5=broad | fnctions, extending capture/exchange of data.
0 = Request specific to a narrow scope of a single/few courts or jurisdictions
5 = Broad impact across courts, jurisdictions, or systems.
Impact of 0-5 Cost / Impact of not responding to the request now.
Doing Nothing e 0 = workarounds exist
5= high s o : :
impact 5 = high negative impact if no response, no workarounds or workarounds not viable
Maximum Score: 50

U‘ AOC-ISD Transformation
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WASHINGTON

COURTS Administrative Office of the Courts

Judicial Information System Committee Meeting October 27, 2010

DECISION POINT — IT Governance Stakeholder Comment Plan and
Contact List

MOTIONS:

| move to approve the plan described in this document for involving stakeholder
groups and providing them the opportunity to comment on pending IT Governance
requests.

| move to approve the attached list of stakeholder groups, as amended.

FACTS

In 2009, the JISC directed the design of an IT Governance Framework that is
streamlined, consistent, open, and inclusive of the court community. The Final IT
Governance Framework was adopted by the JISC on March 5, 2010.

In the course of implementing the IT Governance Framework, it became apparent to
AOC staff that there are groups within the court community that are not part of the
core IT governance process, but who may want an opportunity to comment on the
potential impact of a proposed project.

DISCUSSION

AOC staff met and discussed multiple ways to provide the opportunity for feedback.
Some of the possible solutions would be detrimental to the timeline for IT
governance decision-making, which is inconsistent with the JISC direction to create
a consistent process that allows for faster turnaround on IT investment. Other
options might risk significant volume from non-essential public comment. The
solution that staff is recommending provides a method for identified court community
groups to be notified of IT governance requests and gives them an opportunity to
comment throughout the process. A draft list of stakeholder groups is attached for
JISC consideration.

PROPOSAL

The JISC will approve a list of court community stakeholder groups, who will be
given an opportunity to receive notification of new requests and provide feedback if
there is an impact or concern to the stakeholder group. A designated person for
each participating group will be notified that an action has been taken on an IT
request. Comments received will be forwarded to the next deciding body for review
and consideration as the request moves through the governance process.
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OUTCOME IF NOT PASSED -

If there is not a consistent method for input from stakeholders in the larger court
community, stakeholders may not be aware of IT governance requests or projects
that could impact their constituents, and they would not have a clearly identified
process for having their input considered before a project is approved.

NEXT STEPS -

If this method for communication and comment is approved, and a list of community
stakeholders identified by the JISC, AOC will contact each group and offer the ability
to receive new requests and provide comment on those requests. AOC will develop
a method for the groups to easily comment on pending IT governance requests as
part of the process.






Stakeholder Groups to Contact for Possible Comments on IT Governance Requests

Access to Justice Board

Minority and Justice Commission

Gender and Justice Commission

Interpreter Commission

Commission on Children in Foster Care

WA State Center for Court Research

Board for Public Guardians

Board for Judicial Administration

WSBA (including sections?)

WA Association of Sheriffs and Police Chiefs

WA Association of Prosecuting Attorneys

WA Association of County Officials

Washington State CASA

Council on Public Defense

Washington Defender Association

WA Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers
Team Child

County bar associations

Asian Bar Association

Korean American Bar Association

Loren Miller Bar Association

Northwest Indian Bar Association

QLaw

South Asian Bar Association

American Immigration Lawyers Association (WA State Chapter)
Government Lawyers Bar Association

Washington Defense Trial Lawyers

WA State Association of Municipal Attorneys

WA State Association for Justice (formerly WSTLA)
Washington Women Lawyers

ACLU

Equal Justice Coalition

LAW Fund

NW Immigrant Rights Project

NW Justice Project

NW Women'’s Law Center

Allied Media

National Association of Professional Background Screeners
American Society for Industrial Security — WA Chapters






The Washington Court and Recovery Enhancement System (WA-CARES)
Notice of Grant Award

The Washington State Department of Social and Health Services Division of Behavioral
Health and Recovery (DBHR), the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), and nine
independent, county-level drug courts® have agreed to collaborate in the development
and implementation of the Washington Court and Recovery Enhancement System (WA-
CARES). A grant application was submitted in February of 2010, and was awarded to
DBHR under a funding partnership between the United States Department of Justice,
Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA), and the Department of
Health and Human Services, Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services
Administration, Center for Substance Abuse Treatment (CSAT). The grant is for three
years at $425,000 per year.

The Division of Behavioral Health and Recovery will:

e Serve as the project officer and fiscal agent;

e Complete project status reports for BJA and CSAT,;

e Coordinate with AOC on the piloting and implementation of the Drug Court Case
Management (DCCM) system,;

e Serve as the central point of contact with the county coordinators, substance
abuse treatment agencies, and recovery support service (RSS) providers;

e Coordinate recovery support services training and outreach to engage new RSS
providers; and,

e Contract with the DCCM developer, Office of Research and Data Analysis (within
DSHS) as the evaluator, and project consultants.

The Administrative Office of the Courts will:

e Support the implementation of DCCM;

e Coordinate DCCM training, as well as drug court training and outreach to
stakeholders;

e Serve as the central point of contact for courts as they implement the DCCM,;

e Collaborate with the drug court consultants; and,

e Ensure evaluation and performance monitoring occur according to the BJA grant
requirements.

The Local Courts will:
e Implement DCCM to improve case management;
e Coordinate with treatment and RSS providers to use DCCM; and,
e Strengthen communication and information sharing between court and treatment
personnel.

Project Overview

The grant project addresses a critical need for improved, cross-system coordination for
drug courts and for better recovery support services for high-risk clients who access

! Clallam, Island, Jefferson, Lewis, Mason, Okanogan, Pierce, Skagit, and Thurston
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chemical dependency treatment through the drug court system. The goals of the project
are to:

1. Pilot and implement an automated drug court case management/data collection
system.

2. Provide evidence-based recovery support services to clients in selected drug
courts.

3. Promote and engage in trainings with justice professionals, treatment providers,
and key stakeholders regarding the drug court model and recovery support
services model.

4. Conduct process and outcome evaluations.

The WA-CARES project will be a partnership between DBHR, the AOC, and nine drug
courts. Additional partners will include the human services office in participating
counties, alcohol and drug treatment agencies, the Washington State Office of
Research and Data Analysis (within DSHS), and consultants from Washington State
University and NPC Research in Portland, Oregon.

The primary project activity will be the piloting and implementation of an automated drug
court case management system in the nine drug courts who submitted letters of
commitment in the grant development phase.

The Drug Court Case Management (DCCM) system, developed by Advanced Computer
Technologies (ACT; www.actinnovations.com), is a comprehensive system that supports
informed decision-making. The system provides the ability to share information, capture
demographic data, and monitor program outcomes to enable judicial, treatment, and
administrative professionals to collaborate, either statewide or within individual courts.

DCCM collects information through a web-based interface, stores the data in a centralized
database server, and maintains all records in compliance with 42 CFR. The system
processes individual cases from screening through intake, as well as from graduation through
continuing care, thus allowing targeted treatment solutions. A complete picture of the client’'s
life circumstances allows professionals involved in the case to make informed decisions that
keep the clients on the path to recovery. Currently, seven states have successfully
implemented and use the system. DCCM collects the case-level information and provides a
set of integrated tools for ongoing case management. The functionality of the DCCM for
comprehensive case management makes the system appealing to drug courts and treatment
providers.

With built-in reports, each court can evaluate the effects of court actions and program
changes. In addition to informing local operations, the system will allow comparisons
across courts. The system has an easy data extraction process that allows state program
managers to link local data with state administrative data for further analyses. The state will
then be able to report on multi-court system performance and identify processes that
improve effectiveness.

AOC will be responsible for the implementation and training for the new case
management system. AOC will hire a part time project coordinator to organize DCCM
trainings, develop a DCCM manual, serve as the single point of contact between courts
and ACT, and travel to each participating court to provide technical assistance during
and after implementation. While DBHR will contract with ACT for the purchase of the
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software and subsidize the first year implementation costs through grant funding, each
court has agreed to contribute the annual license fee of $3,000 per year for a required
cash match. Requiring the cash contribution ensures sustainability of the system past
the end of the grant period.

Relevance to JISC

The JIS system was not designed to address the drug courts’ unique case management
needs. The DCCM will provide the essential case management functions to the local
courts while providing state project managers a standard set of data elements upon
which to build performance measures and compare progress.






Payne, Pamela

Subject: JusticeNet

From: Bamberger, James (OCLA) [mailto:jim.bamberger@ocla.wa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, September 16, 2010 9:09 AM

To: Backus, Brian; HALL, JEFF; Marler, Dirk; Diseth, Veronica

Cc: Ruhl, Chris

Subject: RE: JusticeNet Progress

Here is a link to the press conference
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/press/2010/pressconf 09162010.html

James A. Bamberger, Director
Office of Civil Legal Aid

PO Box 41183

Olympia, WA 98507
360-704-4135

360-280-1477 (cell)

From: Backus, Brian [mailto:Brian.Backus@courts.wa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, September 16, 2010 9:02 AM

To: Hall, Jeff; Marler, Dirk; Diseth, Veronica (Courts)

Cc: Ruhl, Chris; Bamberger, James (OCLA)

Subject: JusticeNet Progress

The US Department of Commerce National Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA) has
awarded Broadband Technology Opportunities Program grants to both of the applicants that included
JusticeNet proposals in their applications. These include:

1. Comprehensive Community Infrastructure grant to NoaNet for $54,452,347 (total grant award) for
building broadband infrastructure, such as fiber-optic cable, to unserved and underserved areas. About
40 JusticeNet partners will benefit.

2. Public Computing Center (PCC) grant to The Puget Sound Center Foundation for Teaching, Learning,
and Technology for $4,169,734 (total grant award). This award includes funds for four court-based
public computing centers in Washington State and for Northwest Justice Project to create videos for
use in the centers.

What's most exciting, besides the news of the grant award, is that it was announced this morning in a press
conference at the Department of Commerce that included remarks by Professor Laurence Tribe, now U.S.
Department of Justice Senior Counselor for Access to Justice, and NTIA Administrator Lawrence E. Strickling.
Both Tribe and Strickling singled out and devoted a large part of their remarks to the JusticeNet projects.
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Communities Connect Network Project Announcement

The Communities Connect Network Project has received a grant of $4,169,734 from the
Broadband Technology Opportunity Program (BTOP) of the Department of Commerce National
Telecommunications & Information Administration (NTIA). This grant is part of the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act.

The Communities Connect Network Project will expand the capacity of Washington State public
computing centers (PCCs) to improve broadband adoption rates, workforce preparation, digital
literacy, access to education, justice resources, and training. The project links rural and urban
resources together to serve unemployed, low-income, disabled, immigrants, and youth through
over 39 libraries, non-profit organizations, public housing, community centers, and justice
centers in Washington State.

The project demonstrates that tribal and government agencies, libraries, educators, public
housing, the courts, and non-profits in our state are committed to work together for real digital
inclusion, broadband adoption, and to ensure quality public computer learning services for
residents in need.

The Communities Connect Network Project will foster equitable access, training and increased
broadband adoption through:

1) adding and upgrading computers and software, adding assistive technology, extending
operating hours, and establishing four new public computer centers, including new public
access computers at courthouses;

2) capacity-building training to help PCCs meet the needs of vulnerable populations
including in the areas of digital skill building, education, online legal services, and
workforce preparation;

3) encouraging information distribution and sharing on the topics of education, workforce
preparation, online safety, legal, financial literacy, and computer lab management
through an online resource portal; and

4) establishing a Public Computing Center Directory and referral pipeline to help residents
locate PCCs and help providers refer clients to services and support.





As a result of this project, thousands of low-income families in Washington State will be able to
access broadband services, education, job, health, and the civic tools that information technology
provides. Public agencies, nonprofit organizations, and libraries across the state will be better
able to utilize high-speed Internet services through resources and training to meet the community
needs.

Key partners include the Workforce Development Council of Seattle-King County, Worksource,
Office of Civil Legal Aid, Northwest Justice Project, City of Seattle, University of Washington
Information School, Washington State Access to Justice Board, and NPower Seattle. The public
computing centers participating in this project include the following, although centers across the
state will benefit from the resources and training developed through this grant:

Libraries: La Conner Regional Library, Upper Skagit Library, Burlington Public Library
Puyallup Public Library, and Yakama Nation Library

Non-profit organizations: New Futures Technology Labs, Edith Bishel Center for the Blind and
Visually Impaired, Chinese Information and Service Center, Metrocenter YMCA, Street Youth
Ministries, Associated Recreation Council/RecTech, Horn of Africa Services, Helping Link,
Multimedia Resources & Training Institute, Seattle Housing Authority sites (STAR, Westwood
Heights, Denny Terrace, & Jefferson Terrace), Neighborhood House (Highpoint and Rainier
Vista), East African Community Services at New Holly, Lopez Island Family Resource Center,
VetTECH Center, and La Casa Hogar

Justice sites: Chelan County Court/Law Library, Cowlitz County Courthouse, Kalispel Tribal
Court, Whatcom County Superior Court and East Whatcom Regional Resource Center






UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON

KAREN A. OVERSTREET United States Courthouse
Chief Judge 700 Stewart Street
Suite 7216

Seattle, WA 98101-1271
Phone: 206-370-5330
Fax: 206-370-5335
www.wawb.uscourts.gov

September 29, 2010
Judge Bryan Chushcoff
Presiding Judge
Pierce County Superior Court
334 County-City Building
930 Tacoma Avenue South
Tacoma, WA 98402

Dear Judge Chushcoff:

Thank you for your letter of August 18, 2010, requesting an exemption from PACER fees to
access PACER records of the bankruptcy court in the Western District of Washington. As I
understand the letter, you seek an exemption from PACER fees for Pierce County judicial officers
and appropriate staff. In 2006, I was asked by Janet McLane, then Washington State Court
Administrator, for an exemption from PACER fees for the Washington Superior Courts, Superior
Court Clerks and County Clerks, and the Washington State District Courts and Municipal Courts.
By an order dated October 2, 2006, a copy of which is enclosed, I granted that request. By its terms,
the order exempts the Pierce County Superior Court from PACER access fees.

After receiving your letter, reviewing the form of my October 2006 letter and discussing
your request with Chief District Judge Robert Lasnik, I decided to amend my 2006 order to include
new provisions recommended by the Administrative Office of the United States Courts. A copy of
my amended order, which will become effective today, is enclosed. It contains the same general
exemption from PACER fees that will permit your judges and appropriate staff to access our court
records. The amended order does not permit members of the public who visit your courts and who
want to view our court records to access our records without payment of PACER fees.

By a copy of this letter, I am transmitting my letter and Amended Order Granting
Application for Exemption From Public Access Fees (Washington State Courts) to the Washington
State Court Administrator and the Office of the Washington State Attorney General.
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Page 2

If you have any questions or need anything else from me, please do not hesitate to ask.

Very truly yours,

Karen A. Overstreet
United States Bankruptcy Judge

cc: Chief Judge Robert S. Lasnik
Mr. Mark Hatcher, Bankruptcy Court Cletk
Mr. Rob McKenna, Washington State Attorney General
Mr. Jeff Hall, Washington State Court Administrator
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KAREN A. OVERSTREET

Chief Judge

United States Bankruptcy Court
700 Stewart Street, Rm. 6301
Seattle, WA 98101-1271

(206) 370-5330

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON
AT SEATTLE

In re

APPLICATION FOR EXEMPTION
FROM THE ELECTRONIC
PUBLIC ACCESS FEES BY
WASHINGTON STATE COURTS

AMENDED ORDER GRANTING
APPLICATION FOR EXEMPTION
FROM PUBLIC ACCESS FEES

This matter came before the Court on the application by the
Washington State Court Administrator for exemption from the fees
imposed by the Electronic Public Access fee schedule adopted by
the Judicial Conference of the United States Courts. The Court
granted the application in an Order dated October 2, 2006. In
light of amendments to the guidelines of the Judicial Conference
of the United States Courts for approval of such applications,
the Court finds it necessary to amend the October 2, 2006 Order.
The application requests an exemption from PACER access fees for
the Superior Courts, District Courts, and Municipal Courts of the
State of Washington (“Applicants”).

The Court finds that Applicants, as courts of a state, fall
within the class of users listed in the fee schedule as being
eligible for a fee exemption. Additionally, Applicants have
demonstrated that an exemption is necessary in order to avoid
unreasonable burdens and to promote public access to information.

ORDER - 1
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NOW, THEREFORE, it is hereby ORDERED that Applicants shall
be exempt from the payment of fees for access via PACER to the
electronic case files maintained in this Court, to the extent
such use is incurred in the course of Applicants’ judicial
business. Applicants shall not be exempt from the payment of
fees incurred in connection with other uses of the PACER system
in this Court. Additionally, the following limitations apply:

1. This fee exemption applies only to Applicants and does not
authorize an exemption from PACER fees to any person who is not
employed by and acting in the course of their duties for
Applicants;

2. This fee exemption applies only to the electronic case files
of this Court that are available through the PACER system through |
Applicants’ PACER account number;

3. By accepting this exemption, Applicants agree not to sell
for profit any data obtained as a result of receiving this
exemption; and

4. This exemption may be revoked at the discretion of the Court
at any time.

A copy of this Order shall be sent to the PACER Service
Center.

DATED this 29th day of September, 2010

Koin 6. Bopcatedt

KAREN A. OVERSTREET
UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY JUDGE

ORDER - 2







September 15, 2010

TO:

) Board for Judicial Administration (BJA)

FROM: Judge Marlin J. Appelwick, Chair

RE:

BJA Public Records Work Group

BJA Public Records Work Group Final Report — Executive Summary

Recommendation

The Public Records Work Group recommends that the Board for
Judicial Administration (BJA} approve the submission of the proposed
court rule regulating disclosure of judicial records, and if adopted by
the Supreme Court, appoint a committee to develop best practices to
facilitate implementation of that rule.

Introduction

The BJA appointed the Public Records Work Group in December 2009. At
the time it appeared the Legislature might take up the question of whether the
judicial branch should be subject to the state Public Records Act (PRA) as a
response to the Supreme Court decision in City of Federal Way v. David
Koenig [Appendix, tab 6]. This case strongly reinforced previous case law
that records of the judicial branch of state government are not subject to
disclosure under the PRA.

The charge to the Work Group was to:

1. Make recommendations regarding how the Public Records Act (PRA)
should apply to the administrative records of the judicial branch as defined
in GR 31 (c)(2), with consideration given to:

—— Whether such application should be made via statutory amendments
or court rule;
-~ What exemptions to the PRA are necessary for the judicial branch;
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--- Application of existing court rules, statutes and common law.

2. Develop a substantive implementation proposal consistent with the
recommendations.

3. Involve such other stakeholders as the work group determines necessary
to develop a realistic and acceptable proposal.

The work group consisted of representatives from the appellate courts, Judge
Marlin Appelwick; Superior Court Judges' Association (SCJA), Judge Ronald
Culpepper; District and Municipal Court Judges' Association (DMCJA}, Judge
Susan Dubuisson; Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), Mr. Jeffrey Hall;
Association of Washington Superior Court Administrators (AWSCA),

Ms. Marti Maxwell; District and Municipal Court Management Association
(DMCMA), Ms. Aimee Vance; Washington Coealifion for Open Government
(WCOG), Mr. Toby Nixon and Mr. William Crittenden; Washington State Bar
Association (WSBA), Mr. Robert Welden and Ms. Kristal Wiitala; Allied Daily
Newspapers of Washington (ADNW), Mr. Rowland Thompson; and the Office
of Public Defense (OPD), Ms. Sophia Byrd McSherry. Guests who attended
one or more meetings included Senator Adam Kline, Mr. James Bamberger
(OCLA), Ms. Mellani McAleenan (AOC), Ms. Kathy Kuriyama (OPD), and

Mr. Doug Klunder (ACLU). The work group was sfaffed by three employees of
the AOC. See Report, tab 5 and Appendix, tab 2. '

Process

The work group met in eight half-day working sessions. The ambitious
schedule [Appendix, tab 3] was intended to allow the submittal of a proposal
before the next Court Rule deadline or legislative session. The
recommendation contemplates the new rules be effective in 2012.

The work group reviewed and discussed its charge [Appendix, tab 1],
reviewed state case law and court rules related to judicial records disclosure
[Appendix, tabs 6, 7 and 12], heard a general overview of the PRA [Appendix
9], heard a general overview of current statutes and case law regarding
access to court records and a brief history to our current status [Appendix,
tabs 7 and 12], reviewed research materials compiled and analyzed by staff
[Appendix, tabs 6, 7, 8, 10, 12, 13, 14, 18, 25 and 26, plus see information on
reference materials at end of Report outline], agreed on basic presumptions
for their work [Appendix, tabs 4 and 5], created a master list of judicial entities
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[Appendix, tabs 20], created a master list of judicial records classifications
currently utilized (including initial categorization of exemption status)
[Appendix, tab 21 and 22], and reviewed approaches to judicial records
disclosure utilized in other states including the review of texts of several
states [Appendix, tabs 13 and 14].

The work group also reviewed COSCA surveys and model approaches
[Appendix, tab 10], compiled and reviewed potentially applicable exemptions
under the PRA [Appendix, tab 25], compiled and reviewed potentially
applicable exemptions under “other statutes” [Appendix, tab 26], solicited and
compiled input from judicial entities [Appendix, tab 23], reviewed summary
responses from judicial entities as wel! as full texts of responses [Appendix,
tabs 23 and 24], and wrote and reviewed analysis on questions that arose
during our work (e.g. test for applying the PRA to functional equivalents of
public agencies) [Appendix, tabs 7, 12, 13 and 18].

The work group drafted and utilized a “Framework Options for Rule/Statute on
Public Access to Judicial Records” [Appendix, tab 16] to assist it in
developing its approach to addressing its charge. Once the work group made
the determination to address its charge through a proposed rule, rather than
through use of the PRA or other statutory changes, the same framework
assisted the group in determining components that should be in the rule and
approaches to scope, process, exemptions to disclosure, non-compliance,
accountability, and procedures.

The minutes of the meetings and the pertinent research materials, surveys
and responses are included in the appendix.

The work group attempted, at all times, to utilize consensus for its decision-
making. Members were repeatedly encouraged to submit a minority report on
any issue or approach with which they disagreed. The significant areas of
disagreement focused on four areas: application of PRA vs. court rule;
whether the rule was too protective or too broadly provided for disclosure;
protection of privacy interests of persons whose personal information may be
contained in records disclosed; and impacts on small courts. The report
includes those dissenting statements [Report, tab 6].
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The work group believes it is very important to develop best practice and a
training/implementation plan for the rule and has recommended areas to be
developed [Report, tab 4]. However, the work group believed it was not the
proper mix of persons to develop those practices. If the Supreme Court of
Washington takes favorable action on the proposed rule, then the BJA should
sponsor a work group to develop best practices/readiness recommendations,
and otherwise oversight and monitor the implementation process for the new
revised rule. Some members of the work group volunteered to be members of
the new work group, and some members of the work group volunteered to
have their represented organization furnish a- member for the new work
group. These include Toby Nixon of Washington Citizens for Open
Government (WCOG), Rowland Thompson of the Allied Daily Newspapers of
Washington (ADNW), the Washington State Bar Association (WSBA), the
Office of Public Defense (OPD), the Board for Court Education (BCE), the
Association of Washington Superior Court Administrators (AWSCA), and the
District and Municipal Court Management Association (DMCMA).

Chief Elements of Proposed Amendments to GR 31

The work group selected a court rule rather than inclusion within the PRA as -
the appropriate course. Some members outside the judicial branch favored
placing the branch under the PRA with exemptions peculiar to the courts
being added into that statute. The adoption of a court rule does not
guarantee the Legislature will not attempt fo cover the judicial branch in the
PRA, but it does remove the need for it to do so, and avoids disagreement
over separation of powers issues which might lead to awkward litigation.

The decision to present the recommendation in the form of amendments to
GR 31 as opposed to a new free standing rule was a decision of the Chair.
Even with a free standing rule on administrative records, some amendments
to GR 31 would be required. For purposes of understanding how the rules for
various types of records interacted, the Chair believed it clearer to integrate.
The Supreme Court may take a different approach without doing violence to
the substance of the recommendation. The provisions of GR 31 regarding
case records have not been changed.

The proposed rule would apply to all judicial agencies, not just courts. The
rule lists those agencies. The listing was done for purposes of clarity during
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review. It may not be desirable in the final rule to have such a list. The only
controversy with respect to inclusion relates to the Washihgton State Bar
Association as to its trade association functions. The WSBA has filed a
minority report [Report, tab 6] explaining why it believes it should be excluded
from the rule. A judicial officer is not an agency under the rule and is not
separately subject to any disclosure request.

Judicial branch records are divided into three general categories: case
records, chambers records, and administrative records. Case records
continue to fall under existing rules (including appropriate sections of GR 31)
and common law.

New rules are proposed for administrative records which have parallels in the
PRA. They include the requirement to appoint a public records officer,
procedures for making and responding to requests for records, public notice
of that contact and procedure, disclosure/nondisclosure provisions, a listing of
exemptions in addition to those falling under federal law, state law, and court
rule, and the requirement for judicial entities to develep a public records
policy. The rule includes an expedited appeals process and limited sanctions.
The rule does not allow per diem fines available under the PRA.

Chambers records are a new category of records excluded from disclosure.
This is an area of some controversy. Chambers records are neither case
records nor administrative records. They are records of the judicial officer
and staff, kept under chambers control. They are excluded from the rule to
avoid intrusion into the judicial decision making function by virtue of review of
those records. The intrusion would occur whether or not a record was
ultimately subject to disclosure or not if the rule did not exclude them.





PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO GR 31
FROM PUBLIC RECORDS WORK GROUP

SEPTEMBER 15, 2010

GR 31 ACCESS TO COURT JUDICIAL RECORDS

{a) Policy and Purpose. It is the policy of the esurts judiciary to facilitate access to ceurt
judicial records as provided by article I, section 10 of the Washington State Constitution. Access
to eeurt judicial records is not absolute and shall be consistent with reascnable expectations of
personal privacy as provided by article 1, section 7 of the Washington State Constitution,

restrictions in statutes, restrictions in court rules, and as required for the integrity of judicial

decision-making. and Access shall not unduly burden the business of the eeurts judiciary.

[COMMENT: The work group expanded this provision so that it applies to all
judicial records (not only case records) and all judicial agencies (not just courts).]

(b) Scope. This rule governs the right_of public access to judicial records. This rule applies to

all esurt judicial records, regardless of the physical form of the eeurt record, the method of
recording the eetrt record or the method of storage of the eeurt record. Administrativerecords

are-netwithinthe-scope-of this+ule: Court Case records are further governed by GR 22,

[COMMENT: The work group expanded this provision so that it applies to alf
judicial records, not just case records.]

(c) Application of Rule,

{1) This rule applies to the following judicial agencies:

A. The Supreme Court and the Court of Appeals;

The superior, district, and municipal courts;

Board for Judicial Administration;
Adminjstrative Office of the Courts;

Judicial Information System Committes;

Minority_and Justice Commission;

Gender and Justice Commission;

I moN®

Board for Court Education;
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Interpreter Commission;

Certified Professional Guardian Board:

Commission on Children in Foster Care;

Washington State Pattern Jury Instruction Committee;

Pattern Forms Committee;

Court Management Council;
Bench Bar Press Committee;

Judicial Ethics Advisory Committee;
Office of Public Guardianship;
Washington Center for Court Research;
Office of Civil Legal Aid; '
Office of Public Defense;

State Law Library;

Washington_State Bar Association;

[COMMENT: The work group debated the rule’s application to the WSBA.
The work group applied the Telford factors for determining which entities
are the “functional equivalents” for public agencies under the Public
Records Act. The Telford factors are (1) governmental function; (2) level
of governmental funding; (3) extent of governmental involvement or
requlation; and (4) creation by government. The work group concluded
that the WSBA was the functional equivalent of a judicial agency for
purposes of the proposed rule. The work group considered excluding from
the scope of this rule the WSBA's functions as a trade organization (as
opposed to its regulatory functions) but rejected this approach because
the WSBA's dues are mandatory, making them similar to a government-
imposed fee. Existing court rufes on public access already address much
of the Bar’s requlatory activities; it is expected that the existing rules
would cover much of the documents for WSBA's requiatory function. ]

A minority report has been filed by Bob Welden on behalf of the WSBA on
this item. Minority reports are included earfier in the work group’s report. |

W. County clerk’s offices with reqard to their duties to the superior court and their

custody of superior court records;

[COMMENT: In most counties, the county clerk is an independently
elected position. The county clerk’s office acts as the legal custodian
of superior court records, and members of the office act under the
supervision of judges in the courtroom, but the office alsoc has duties
that are outside the judicial arena. This rule would apply only with
reqgard to the office’s duties to the court and its records. ]

Superior Court Judges Association, District and Municipal Court Judges Association,

and similar associations of judicial officers and employees.

[COMMENT: The work aroub debated whether these associations should

be governed by this rule. Just as with the WSBA, the work group fooked
to the Telfdrd factors and determined that these associations are the
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“functional equivalent” of judicial agencies and thus should be covered by

the rule.]

Y. AII other judicial entities that are overseen by a court, whether or not specifically

identified in this section (c)}(1); and

Z. All subaroups of the entities listed above, including committees, task forces,

commissions, boards, offices, and departments.

[COMMENT: The proposal includes a list of specific judicial agencies, along
with catch-all provisions in subparagraphs (Y) and (Z). The work group
took this approach to make sure there was no mistake as to the original
intentions for the rule’s scope. BJA and/or the Supreme Court will have
the opportunity to replace the list with a more general definition of
“judicial agency.”]}

(2) This rule does not apply to the Commission on Judicial Conduct. The Commission is

encouraaed to incorporate any of the provisions in this rule as it deems appropriate.

[COMMENT: The Commission on Judicial Conduct is not governed by a
court, The commission has a heightened need for maintaining
independence from courts. It would be inappropriate to dictate to the
commission its policies on public records.]

(3) A judicial officer is not an agency. -

[COMMENT: This provision protects judges and court commissioners from
having to respond personally to public records requests. Records requests
would instead go to the court’s public records officer. ]

{4) A person or entity entrusted by a judicial agency with the storage and maintenance of its

public records, whether part of a judicial agency or a third party, is not a judicial agency.

Such person or entity may not raspond to a request for access to judicial records, absent

express written authority from the judicial agency or separate authority in rule or statute

fo grant access to the documents.

[COMMENT: Judicial e-mails and other documents sometimes
reside on IT servers, some are in off-site physical storage facilities.
This provision prohibits an entity that operates the IT server from
disclosing judicial records. The entity is merely a bailee, holding
the records on behalf of the judicial agency, rather than an owner
of the records having independent authority to release them.
Simifarly, if a court puts its paper records in storage with another
entity, the other entity cannot disclose the records. In either
instance, it is the judicial agency that needs to make the decision
as to refeasing the records. The records request needs to be
addressed by the judicial agency’s public records officer, not by the
person or entity having control over the IT server or the storage
area. On the other hand, if the judicial agency archives its records
with the state archivist, relinquishing its own authority as to
disposition of the records, the archivist would have separate
statutory authority to disclose the records.
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£} (d) Definitions.
(1) “Access” means the ability to view or obtain a copy of a eeurt judicial record.

{2) “"Administrative record” means anyrecerd-pertaining-to-the-managementsupervisien-er
administratiorof-the-judiclal-branch—inctlodinganycourtboard orcommittecappein

aRy-county-clerke any public record created by or maintained by a judicial agency and related
to the management, supervision, or administration of the agency.

[COMMENT: The Public Records Work Group has developed a list of categories of
records maintained by judicial agencies. The list is annotated with the Work Group’s
expectation of whether such records are subject to disclosure. The list is found as an

appendix to the work group’s report. It is intended for ilfustrative purposes only. ]

{3) “Bulk distribution” means distribution of all, or a significant subset, of the information in
eourt case records, as is and without modification.

(4} “Eeurt Case recerd” includes, but is not limited to: (i) Any document, information,
exhibit, or other thing that is maintained by a court in connection with a judicial proceeding,
and (ii} Any index, calendar, docket, register of actions, official record of the proceedings,
order, decreg, judgment, minute, and any information in a case management system created

or prepared by the court that is related to a judicial proceeding. €eurt Case record does not

administrative records; chambers records; or information gathered, maintained, or stored by

a government agency or other entity to which the court has access but which is not entered
into the record.

(5) (a) “Chambers record” means any writing that is created by or maintained by any judicial

officer or chambers staff, and is maintained under chambers control, whether directly

related to an official judicial proceeding or other chambers activities. “Chambers staff”

means a judicial officer’s law clerk and any other staff when providing support directly to

the judicial officer at chambers.

{b) Chambers records are not public records. Case records and administrative records do

not become chambers records merely because they are_in the possession or custody of a

judicial officer.






[COMMENT: Access to chambers records could necessitate a judicial officer having
to review all records to protect against disclosing case sensitive information or
gther information that would intrude on the independence of judicial decision
making. This would effectively make the judicial officer a de facto public records
officer and could greatly interfere with judicial functions, Records may remain
under chambers control even though they are phvsically stored elsewhere.

However, records that are otherwise subject to disclosure should not be alfowed
to be moved into chambers control as a means_of avoiding disclosure. ]

£53 (6) “Criminal justice agencies” are government agencies that perform criminal justice
functions pursuant to statute or executive order and that allocate a substantial part of their

annual budget to those functions.

£6} (7) "Dissemination contract” means an agreement between a eeu+t case recerd provider
and any person or entity, except a Washington State court (Supreme Court, court of appeals,
superior court, district court or municipal court}, that is provided eeutt case records. The

essential elements of a dissemination contract shall be promulgated by the JIS Committee.

4 (8) Mudicial Information System (JIS) Committee” is the committee with oversight of the
statewide judicial information system. The judicial information system is the automated,

centralized, statewide information system that serves the state courts.

£8} (9) “Judge” means a judicial officer as defined in the Code of Judicial Conduct (CIC)
Application of the Code of Judicial Conduct Section (A).

93 (10) “Public” includes an individual, partnership, joint venture, public or private
corporation, association, federal, state, or local governmental entity or agency, however

constituted, or any other organization or group of persons, however organized.
£183 (11) “Public purpese agency” means governmental agencies Included in the definition of
“agency” in RCW 42.17.020 and other non-profit organizations whose principal function is to

provide services to the public.

{12) “Public record” includes any writing, except chambers records, containing information

relating to the conduct of government or the performance of any governmental or proprietary

function prepared, owned, used, or retained by any judicial agency regardless of physical

form or characteristics.






COMMENT: The definition is adapted from the Public Records Act. The
work group added the exception for chambers records, for consistency
with other parts of the proposed rule. ]

{13) “Writing” means handwriting, typewriting, printing, photostating, photegraphing, and

every other means of recording any form of communication or representation including, but
not limited to, letters, words, pictures, sounds, or symbols, or.combination thereof, and all

papers, maps, magnetic or paper tapes, photographic films and prints, motion picture, film
and video recordings, magnetic or punched cards, discs, drums, diskettes, sound recordings,

and other documents including existing data compilations from which information may be

obtained or translated.
[COMMENT: The definition is taken from the Public Records Act. ]

{d) (e) Aecess- Case Records.

(1) Right of Access to Case Records. The public shall have access to all esurt case

records except as restricted by federal law, state law, court rule, court order, or case law.

e} (2) Personal Identifiers Omitted or Redacted from €eurt Case Records

£5 (A) Except as otherwise provided in GR 22, parties shall not include, and if present shall
redact, the foliowing personal identifiers from all documents filed with the court, whether

filed electronically or in paper, unless necessary or otherwise ordered by the Court.

£ (1) Social Security Numbers. If the social security number of an individual must be

included in a document, only the last four digits of that number shall be used.

£B} (2) Financial Account Numbers. If financial account numbers are relevant, only the

last four digits shall be recited in the document.
£€3-(3) Driver's License Numbers.

{23 (B) The responsibility for redacting these personal identifiers rests solely with counsel and
the parties. The Court or the Clerk will not review each pleading for compliance with this rule.
If a pleading is filed without redaction, the opposing party or identified person may move the
Court to order redaction. The court may award the prevailing party reasonable expenses,
including attorney fees and court costs, incurred in making or opposing the motion.
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COMMENT

This rufe does not require any party, attorney, clerk, or judicial officer to
redact information from a eeurt case record that was filed pricr to the
adoption of this rule.

£ (3) Distribution of Ceurt Case Records Not Publicly Accessible

{13 (A) A public purpose agency may request ceuit case records not publicly accessible for
scholarly, governmental, or research purposes where the identification of specific individuals

is ancillary to the purpose of the inquiry. In order to grant such requests, the court or the
Administrator for the Courts must:

£A¥(1) Consider: (i) the extent to which access will result in efficiencies in the aperation
of the judiciary; (ii) the extent to which access will fulfill a legisiative mandate; (1) the
extent to which access will result in efficiencies in other parts of the justice system; and

{iv) the risks created by permitting the access.

{B) (2) Determine, in its discretion, that filling the request will not violate this ruie.
£€) (3) Determine the minimum access to restricted eourt case records necessary for the
purpese is provided to the requestor.

{83 (4) Assure that prior to the release of esurt case records under section (541}
{2)(3)(A), the requestor has executed a dissemination contract that includes terms and
conditions which: (i) require the requester to specify provisions for the secure protection
of any data that is confidential; (ii) prohibit the disclosure of data in any form which
identifies an individual; (iii} prohibit the copying, duplication, or dissemination of
information or data provided other than for the stated purpose; and (iv} maintain a log of
any distribution of eeurt case records which will be open and avallable for audit by the
court or the Administrator of the Courts. Any audit should verify that the esurt case

records are being appropriately used and in a manner consistent with this rule.

£2} {B) Courts, court employees, clerks and clerk employees, and the Commission on Judicial
Conduct may access and use eourt case records only for the purpose of conducting official
court business.

FCOMMENT: The work group received a request from the Office of Public Defense
to expand the provision above to address access by OPD and OCLA to case
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records. The work group declined to incorporate this request, as it is beyond the
scope of the work group’s charge to address the public’s access to judicial

records.

£33 (C) Criminal justice agencies may request eeurt case recerds not publicly accessible.

3 (1) The provider of esurk case records shall approve the access level and permitted
use for classes of criminal justice agencies including, but not limited to, law enforcement,
prosecutors, and corrections., An agency that is not included in a class may request
access,

B} (2) Agencies requesting access under this section of the rule shall identify the court
case records requested and the proposed use for the esurt records.

{£€} (3) Access by criminal justice agencies shall be governed by a dissemination contract.
The contract shall: (i) specify the data to which access is granted; (ii) specify the uses
which the agency will make of the data; and (iii) include the agency's agreement that its
employees will access the data only for the uses specified.

g} (4) Bulk Distribution of €ewrt Case Records

£53-(A) A dissemination contract and disclaimer approved by the JIS Committee for JIS
records or a dissemination contract and disclaimer approved by the court clerk for local
records must accompany all bulk distribution of esust case records.

£} (B) A request for bulk distribution of esurt case records may be denied if providing the
information will create an undue burden on court or court clerk operations because of the
amount of equipment, materials, staff time, computer time or other resources required to
satisfy the request.

£23 (C) The use of eourt case records, distributed in bulk form, for the purpose of commercial
solicitation of individuals named in the esurt case records is prohibited.

th) (5) Appeals Relating to JIS Records. Appeals of denials of access to JIS records
maintained at state level shall be governed by the rules and policies established by the JIS
Committee.






€} {6) Notice. The Administrator for the Courts shall develop a method to notify the public of
access to eedrt case records and the restrictions on access.

(f} Administrative Records.
{1} Administrative Records—Right of Access.

The public has a right of access to judicial agency administrative records unless

access is exempted or prohibited under this rule, other court rules, federal statutes,
state statutes, court orders, or case law. To the extent that records access would be
exempt or prehibited under the Public Records Act, Chapter 42.56 RCW, access is also
exempt or prehibited under this rule, In addition, to the extent required to prevent a
significant risk to individual privacy or safety, an agency shall delete identifying
details in a manner consistent with this rule when it makes available or publishes any
public record; however, in each instance, the justification for the deletion shall be
provided fully in writing.

[COMMENT: The paragraph states that administrative records are
open to public access unless an exemption or prohibition applies.
The paragraph’s final sentence allows agencies to redact
information from documents based on significant risks to privacy or

safety.]

B. In addition to exemptions referred to in paragraph (A} above, the following_categories

. of administrative records are exempt from public access:

{1) Requests for judicial ethics opinions;

[COMMENT: This exemption was requested by the Judicial Ethics Advisory
Committ_ee.z

{2) Identity of writing assignment judges in the appellate courts prior to issuance of
the opinion; '

[COMMENT: This exemption was suggested by Judge Quinn Brintnall at a
BJA meeting.

{3) Minutes of meetings held by judges within a court;

fCOMMENT:_The work group discussed whether meeting minutes should
be broadly exempted from public access, or whether some smaller subset
of such minutes should be exempted, The work group voted in favor of
the broad exemption; a minority report may be written on this point.]

(4) Evaluations and recommendations for candidates seeking appointment or

employment within a judicial agency:






[COMMENT: Requested by the WSBA, with regard to evaluations and
recommendations for judicial appointments, The provision has been
broadened to cover similar documents maintained by other judicial

agencies. ]

(5) Personal identifying information, including individuals’ home contact information,

Social Security numbers, driver’s license numbers, and identification/security

photographs;

[COMMENT: The exemption was requested by staff for the Office of Public
Defense, The work group considered including private financial
information in this provision, but ultimately concluded that financial
information is already addressed in the Public Records Act’s exemptions.
The work group discussed whether dates of birth should be included here,
but did not reach consensus.

{6) An attorney’s request to a judicial agency for a trial or appellate court defense

expert, investigator, or social worker, any report or findings submitted to the

attorney or judicial agency by the expert, investigator, or social worker, and the

invoicing and payment of the expert, investigator or social worker, but only during

the pendency of the case;

[COMMENT: The exemption was requested by the Office of Public
Defense. ]

(7) Documents, records, files, investigative notes and reports, including the complaint

and the identity of the complainant, associated with a judicial agency’s internal

investigation of a complaint against the agency or its contractors during the

course of the investigation. The ocutcome of the agency’s investigation is not

exempt.

[COMMENT: The exemption was requested by the Office of Public
Defense. ]

8) Manuals, policies, and procedures, developed by Bar staff, that are directly related

to the performance of investigatory, disciplinary, or requlatory functions, except

as_ may be specifically made public by court rule,

[COMMENT: The exemption was requested by the Washington State Bar
Association. ]

[TCOMMENT: The work group also received Droposéfs for several additional
exemptions, but decided against including them here. The proposals were
to exempt:

« Investigative records of requlatory or discipiinary agencies. (The
work group lacked sufficient information about the variety of
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practices that the judicial agencies use in order to draft appropriate
language. )

s Private financial information, including financial account numbers,
{The work group determined that this information is already
protected under the Public Records Act.}

« Dockets/index information for protected case types. (The work
group determined that this information is already protected.)

o Copyrighted information,__(The work group lacked sufficient
information to draft appropriate language. }

e Testing/screening materials/results, (The work group determined
that this information is already protected under the Public Records

Act.)

e Performance measyres for evaluating court processes. (The work
group decided that this information should generally be open g
public access, even if the information is subject to public
misinterpretation.)

C. Access to Juror Information. [ndividual juror information, other than name, is
presumed to be private. After the conclusion of a jury trial, the attorney for a party,
or party pro se, or member of the public, may petition the trial court for access to
individual juror information under the control of court. Upon a showing of good cause,
the court may permit the petitioner to have access to relevant information, The court
may require that juror information not be disclosed to other persons.

JCOMMENT: This provision was moved here from later in the rule.]

D. Access to Master Jury Source List. Master jury source list information, other than
name and address, is presumed to be private. Upan a showing of good cause, the
court may permit a petitioner to have access to relevant information from the list.
The court may require that the information not be disclosed to other persons.

[COMMENT: This provision was moved here from later in the rule.]

(2} Administrative Records—Process for Access.
A. Administrative Records—Procedures for Records Reguests.

(1) AGENCIES TO ADOPT PROCEDURES. Each judicial agency must adopt a policy

implementing this_rule and setting forth its procedures for accepting and

responding to public records requests. The agency’s policy must include the

designation of a public records officer and must require that requests for access

be submitted in writing to the agency's designated public records officer. Best
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practices for handling public records requests shali be developed under the
authority of the Board for Judicial Administration.

{2) PUBLICATION OF PROCEDURES FOR REQUESTING PUBLIC RECORDS. Each
judicial agency must prominently publish the procedures for requesting access t¢

its records. If the agency has a website, the procedures must be included there.
The publication shall include the public records officer's work_mailing address,

telephone number, fax number, and e-mail address.

(3) INITIAL RESPONSE. Each judicial agency must initially respond to a written
request for access to a public record within five working days of its receipt. The

response shall acknowledge receipt of the request and include a good-faith

estimate of the time needed to respond to the request. The estimate may be

later revised, if necessary. For purposes of this rule, “working days” mean days

that the judicial agency, in'cludinq a_part-time municipal court, is open.

{4) COMMUNICATION WITH REQUESTER. Each judicial agency must communicate

with the requester as necessary o clarify the records being requested. The

agency may also communicate with the requester in an effort to determine if the

requester’'s need would be better served with a response other than the one

actually requested.

{5) SUBSTANTIVE RESPONSE. Each judicial agency must respend to the substance of

the records request within the timeframe specified in the agency’s initial response

to the request. If the agency is unable to fully comply in this timeframe, then the

aagency should comply to the extent practicable and provide a new good faith

estimate for responding to the remainder of the reguest. If the agency does not

fully satisfy the records reqguest in the manner reguested, the agency must justify

in writing any deviation from the terms of the request.

(6) EXTRAORDINARY REQUESTS LIMITED BY RESOQURCE CONSTRAINTS. If a

particular request is of a2 magnitude that the judicial agency cannot fully comply

within a reasonable time due to constraints on the agency’s time, resources, and

personnel, the agency shall communicate this information to the requester. The

agency must attempt to reach agreement with the requester as to narrowing the

request to a more manageable scope and as to a timeframe for the agency’s

response, which may include a schedule of installment responses. If the agency

and requester are unable to reach agreement, then the agency shall respond to
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the extent practicable and inform the reguester that the agency has completed its
response,
B. Administrative Records—Review of Public Records Officer's Resnonée.

(1) NOTICE OF REVIEW PROCEDURES. The public officer’s response to a public
records request shall include a written summary of the procedures under which

the requesting party may seek further review.

(2) TIMELINE FOR _SEEKING REVIEW. The timelines set forth in section (f}(2)(A) shall
apply likewise to requests for review of the public records officer’s response.
(3} FURTHER REVIEW WITHIN AGENCY. Each agency shall provide a method for

review by the agency’s director or presiding judge. For an agency that is not a

court, the presiding judge shall be the presiding judge of the court that oversees

the agency. The agency may also establish intermediate levels of review. The

agency shall make publicly available the applicable forms. The review proceeding

is informal and summary. The review proceeding sha]_l be held within five working

days. If that is not reasonably possible, then within five working days the review

shall be scheduled for the earliest practical date.

[COMMENT: The work group discussed whether the rule should authorize
the director or the presiding chief judge to designate another person fo
handle these reviews. The work group did not reach agreement on this

question. |

(4) ALTERNATIVE REVIEW. As an alternative to review under section (f}(2)(B)(3), a

reqguesting person may seek review by a person outside the judicial agency. If the

judicial agency is a court or directly reportable to a court, the cutside review shall

be by a visiting judicial officer. If the judicial agency_is not a court or directly

reportable to a court, the outside review shall be by a person agreed upon by the

requesting person and the judicial agency. In the event the requesting person and

the judicial agency cannot agree upon a person, the presiding superior court

judge in the county in which_the judicial agency is located shall either conduct the

review or appoint a person £o conduct the review. The review proceeding shall be

informal and summary. In order to choose this_option, the requesting person

must sign a written waiver of any further review of the decision by the person

outside the judiclal agency. The decision by the person outside the judicial

agency is final and not appealable. Attorney fees and costs are not available

under this option.
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[COMMENT: The bifurcated procedures for review are

intended to provide flexible, prompt, informal, and final
procedures for review of public records decisions. The
option for a visiting judge alfows a requester to have the
review heard by an putside decision-maker; in the interest
of obtaining prompt, final decisions, a requester selecting
this option would be required to waive further review. If
the Legislature creates a new entity to review public
records decisions made by agencies of the executive
branch, then the work group recommends that the BIA
consider using this entity for review of judicial records
decisions as well. ]

(5) REVIEW IN SUPERIOR COURT.

i. A reguester may seek superior court review of a decision made under

section {f}{2)}{BY}3). The burden of proof shall be on the agency to

establish that refusal to permit public inspection and copying is in

accordance with section (f)(1) which exempts or prohibits disclosure in

whole or in part of specific information or records. Judicial review of all

agency actions shall be de novo. The superior court shall apply section

(f}(1) of this rule in determining the accessibility of the requested

documents. Any ambiguity in the application of section (f}(1) to the

requested documents shall be resolved by analyzing access under the

commen law’s public-access balancing test.

[COMMENT: The common law’s balancing test is addressed
in detail in Cowles Publishing v. Murphy, 96 Wn.2d 584
{1981), and Beuhler v. Small, 115 Wn.App. 914 (2003).
Disclosure is balanced against whether it poses a significant
risk to individual privacy or safety. ]

ii. The right of de novo review is not available to a requester who sought

review under the alternative process set forth in section (f}(2){(b)}(4).

(6) MONETARY SANCTIONS.

i. In the de novo review proceeding under section (f)(2)(B)(5), the superior

court may in Its discretion award reasonable attorney fees and costs to a

requesting party if the court finds that (1) the agency’s response was

deficient, (2) the requester specified the particular deficiency to the

agency, and (3) the agency did not cure the_deficiency,

ii. Sanctions may be imposed against either party under CR 11, if warranted.

iii. Except as provided in sections (6)(i) and (ii), a judicial agency may not be

required to pay attorney fees, costs, civil penalties, or fines.
14






[COMMENT: The work group’s recommendation is to initially limit
the availability of monetary sanctions against judicial agencies. If
the experience with this approach were to show that more
significant sanctions are merited, then those could be added at an
appropriate time. This approach was also used when the Public
Records Act was also originally enacted; it makes sense to take the
same approach with this rule. It may well be that the limited
sanctions that would be available under this rule, coupled with the
rule’s creation of speedy review procedures, will be sufficient fo
ensure compliance without the imposition of additional sanctions.

). (g) Judicial Records—Judicial Agency Rules. Each court by action of a majority of

the judges may from time to time make and amend local rules governing access to esutt

judicial records not inconsistent with this rule. Each judicial agency may from time to time

make and_amend agency rules governing access to its judicial records not inconsistent with

this rule,

£3} (h} Judicial Records—Charging of Fees.

(1) A fee may not be charged to view eeurt judicial records at-theceurthouse.

{2) A fee may be charged for the photocopying or scanning of judicial records. If

another court rule or statute specifies the amount of the fee for_a particular type of

record, that rule or statute shall control. Otherwise, the amount of the fee may not
exceed the amount that is authorized in the Public Records Act, Chapter 42.56 RCW.

(3) The agency may require a deposit in an amount not to exceed ten percent of the

estimated cost of providing copies for a reqguest. If an agency makes a request

available on a partial or instaliment basis, the agency may charge for each part of the

request as it is provided. If an installment of a records request is not claimed or

reviewed within 30 days, the agency Is not obligated to fulfill the balance of the
reguest.

[COMMENT: Paragraph (3) above incorporates a modified version of the
Public Records Act’s "deposit and instaliments” fanguage. ]

{(i)__Effective Date of Amendment.

{a) The amendment expanding this rule beyond case records goes into effect on January 1,
2012, and applies to all public records reguests submitted on or after that date.

[COMMENT: A rule adopted in early 2011 would usually have an effective date of
September 1, 2011, The delayed effective date is intended to alfow time for
development of best practices and for training. |
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(b) Until January 1, 2012, public access to judicial documents shall continue to be analyzed

using the existing court rules and statutes, as applicable, and the common law
balancing test. The Public Records Act, Chapter 42.56 RCW, may be ysed as non-

binding guidelines.

[Adopted effective October 26, 2004; amended effective January 3, 2006.]
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